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REORGANIZATION OF THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 


THURSDAY, DECEMBER 3, 1953 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PuBLic ACCOUNTS OF THE 
COMMITTER ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m. in room 1310, New House Office 
Building, Hon. George H. Bender (chairman of the subcommittee ) 
presiding. 

Present: Representatives Poff, Hoffman, Karsten, and Fountain. 

Also present: Arthur Toll, chief counsel; C. Niles Garrick, staff 
consultant; Jack H. Bishop, Sr., investigator; and Curtis Johnson, 
investigator. 

Mr. Benper. A quorum being present, we will proceed with the 
hearing. 

The matter under consideration today is the Soil Conservation 
Service of the Agriculture Department and the effect of its recent 
reorganization. ‘This subcommittee was, of course, aware that certain 
changes were contemplated in the structure of the Soil Conservation 
Service. We are informed that the outline of this intended reorgani- 
zation was submitted to and approved by the duly authorized Agricul- 
ture Committees of the Congress. It is evident, however, that certain 
misunderstandings arose upon the public announcement of the plan. 
A noticeable amount of opposition was immediately raised and the 
misunderstandings increased as the plan was put into effect. 

As the subcommittee of the Government Operations Committee 
charged with the jurisdiction over the Agriculture Department, our 
members closely followed the controvers\ as it developed. On the 
one hand, we heard opponents of the plan insist that it was ill- 
considered and would lead to the eventual ruination of the Soil 
Conservation Service. On the other hand, the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture was persistent in his view that the plan improved the Soil Con 
servation Service and he indicated that if the plan were fully under 
stood by the public and the Congress the wisdom of the reorganization 
would be apparent. The members of this subcommittee felt it unfor- 
tunate that this important matter was being debated in the press, on 
radio, and in private publications. We felt that it would be a benefit 
to all concerned if this matter could be studied in a calm and dignified 
manner. We have, therefore, decided to make our committee available 
as a medium through which all of the aspects of the situation could be 
brought to light. We felt that it would be of value to permit both 
the proponents and critics of the plan to come forward and state 
their views. In line with this intention, we have invited the Secretary 
of Agriculture, as well as representatives of leading farm and con- 
servation associations, to appear before us today. 
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We, therefore, are holding th hearing for the express and single 
purpose of receiving as many facts and opinions regarding the subject 
as are poss ible. We have no preconceived notions as to the benefits or 
detriments of the plan. We are not here to call anyone cn the carpet 
for anything they have done or said. The issue before us is limited 
exclusively to the reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service as 


{ today. and we are interested in hear ne facts, op! nions. and com 


ments from re spol ible sources regarding the effect of the reorganiza- 


It is our belief that by providing the opportunity for a calm and 
deliberate study of this problem in the best American tradition, we 
are performing a service for the Congress and the public. 


1 


Our first witness will be the Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Benson. 


Will you come forward, sir. Will you proceed in your own way. 
You will not be interrupted until after you are through with your 
tatement If anv member of the committee cares to ask questions 


[ am sure you are available for that purpose. 


STATEMENT OF HON. EZRA TAFT BENSON, SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Secretary Benson. Surely. 

Mr. Benpver. Proceed, Secretary Benson. 

Secretary Benson. Thank you very kindly. 

Chairman Bender, members of the committee, Congressman Andre 
sen, and Mr. Hoffman, I am very glad to meet with your committee 
this morning to discuss the reorganization of the Department of 
Agriculture which has been ado pted pursuant to Reorganization Plan 
No. 2 of 1953. That reorganization plan, which affected only the 
Department of Agriculture, was ana itted | V the President in his 
message of March 25, 1953 On May 93 I appeared before a joint 
meeting of your Committee on Government Operations and the Com 
! ttee on Acriculture To discuss the plan. Reorganization Plan No. 2 
of 1953 became effective on June 4, 1953. pursuant to the provisions 
of the Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended. 


\t the time the Pre lent’ reorgal zation plan was be = the 
Congress, we had not formulated any plan fou reorganizin Le he De 
partment of Agriculture. Some time before the inauguration, a 
tudv of the organizatiol of the Department was begun bv a commit 


tee established for that purpose, This study indicated an immediate 
need for better and more effective coordination of the various func- 


tions and ac tiviti es of the Departm ent. Disk ussion were held with 


corm, organizations and eens maberedtog in acriculture, including 
Members of the Congress and t Agricultural Advisory Committee 
appointed by the President ae As . result of this study, upon as 


suming office we regrouped the service agencies of the Department 
under three major divisions: ? 
Commodity Marketing and Adjustment. 


Acoricultural Credit. 
Research, Extensio1 . al d Land Use. 
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\ few weeks later. we re v1 ec thi a oupi o hy { i! sfer he the 
Tor ar I Agriculti ral Service fron the Research, Exte sion, al d 
Land Use group and placing it in a separate independent gr uping. 
Our purpose in this move was to gaive added emphasis to the de 
velopment of foreign markets for our agricultural products and to 
! OON1Z¢ the lmportance of the Impact of for 1] LOT! ult ire upon 
our own agricultural operations and problem 


Our study had led us to the conclusion that there were opportunities 
* 


tor lmprovement in the administration of the Department through 


reorganization. We found, however, that many of the functions of 
the Department were delegated by statute to specific bureaus or sub 
ordinate ollicers W ithin the Departn ent and that the mer retary lacked 
ile mal v functions. To ren edly this situation 


l 


authority to redele 
ie lines of authority within the Departme nt and 


and also to define tl 
give the secret uy powers co dinate with his responsibility to the 
Congress and to the public, Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 was 
ubmitted to the Congress by the President. 

The first action taken pursuant to Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 
1953, after it had become effective, was the appointment on July 15, 
1953, of the Administrative Assistant Secretary authorized by the plan. 
Che two additional Assistant Secretaries, also authorized by the plan, 
were appointed effective July 21, 1953. 

On September 18, 1953, the grouping of the agencies was reissued in 
revised form to bring it into harmony with the provisions otf Reorgan- 
ization Plan No. 2 of 1958. About the only changes made at this time 
were the assignment of designations of Assistant secretary and 
Administrative Assistant Secretary to the group heads. 

The study of the departmental reorganization continued under the 
supervision of the respective group heads, each working within his 
particul ir field: and there were disk ussions from time to time of the 
general subject. Ilowever, there was no centralized development of a 
definite plan of reorganization until the end of July. 

On August 1, 1953, Assistant Secretary Earl Coke was given the 
responsibility for the coordination and development of reorganization 
proposals. A committee was constituted of which he was appointed 
chairman. The other members were Under secretary True D. Morse, 
Assistant Secretary John H. Davis, and Administrative Assistant Se 
retary Ralph S. Roberts. To this committee was assigned respon 
sibility for developing a detailed plan of reorganization. The com 
mittee reported to me from time to time and the various proposals 
were discussed in our staff meetings. As the plan developed, the 
committee contacted Members of Coneress, representatives of the 
various farm organizations, and other interested groups. On October, 
the proposed plan. \n 
expression of views was invited, with the request that such views 
be submitted by November 1, 1953. 

Our objective in the reorganization was to streamline the Depar 
ment for better service to farm familie and for simplified internal 
organization. The Department of Agriculture as now reorganized 


15, 1953, pubhe announcement was made of 


s designed to meet present-day conditions, particularly in its emphasis 
on marketing. With this reorganiz 


the farm programs W hich our current-day agriculture requires. 





ation we feel ready to admin ster 


Memorandum No. 1320, Supplement 1, March 10 
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Since Assistant Secretary Coke has taken the lead in the formula 
tion and presentation of the reorganization proposal and is more 
familiar with all of its details than anyone else in the Department, | 
would suggest to the chairman and the committee that the committee 
now hearhim. If, after he has « ‘omp yleted his testimony, there are any 
que StIONS whic h the comm ittee woul d hi ke to ask me, I would be gl: ud 
to return to the witness chair. But I believe in the interest of clarity 
of presentation and conservation of the committee’s time, it might be 
well for the committee to hear Mr. Coke before questioning begins. 
However, we are at the service of your committee and will proceed in 
such manner as the committee may wish. 

Mr. Benper. Without objection, I think we should hear Mr. Coke at 
this time. If he will come forward we would appreciate it. 

Secretary Benson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


STATEMENT OF J. EARL COKE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Coxe. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we under- 
stand that the committee is principally interested in the details of the 
reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service. However, the re 
organization of that agency was developed as a part of the overall 
reorganization proposal, and : . description of the development and 
presentation of the proposal on reorganization of the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service necessarily involves a description of the development and 
presentation of the overall reorganization proposal. So I would like 
first to give the committee a chronological account of what was done 
in developing and presenting the reorganization proposal beginning 
with August 1, 1953, when the departmental committee mentioned by 
Secretary Benson was established. Then I would like to give a brief 
summarization of the overall plan in much the same way as I gave it 
to members of the House and Senate Agriculture and Agriculture 
Appropriation Subcommittees on October 5 and 10. In doing that I 
will use the identical charts that were used in presenting the matter to 
those committees and will specifically point out any substantial 
changes that have been made in the charts since such presentations. 
Following that, I will go into detail regarding the reorganization of 
the Soil Conservation Service. 


DEVELOPMENT OF REORGANIZATION PROPOSAL 


When the de ‘partment: al committee, mentioned by Secretary Benson, 
was designated on August 1, each of the members of that committee 
had already developed ideas regarding changes in organization that 
would be desirable, particularly with respect to the group under his 
immediate supervision. These ideas were discussed and coordinated. 
Our committee held many meetings and had frequent discussions of 
the various proposals with the Secretary and other members of his 
staff. As the committee reached agreement on various proposals, they 
were reduced to writing and were put in chart form. These drafts 
and charts were presented to the Secretary and his staff. After each 
discussion changes were made and revised drafts and revised charts 
were prepared. 
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Karly in September, although no final conclusions had been reached, 
we felt ready to begin discussion on the proposals outside of the 
Department. Our plan was that before any public announcement of 
the proposal was made it should be discussed with members of the 
Agriculture Committees of the House and Senate and with the mem- 
bers of the Subcommittees on Agriculture Appropriations or the Ap- 
propriations Committees of the House and Senate and with the farm 
organizations. 

A list of those with whom such discussions were desired was pre- 
pared and from time to time discussions were had with such groups. 
The first such discussion was on September 18, 1953. These discus- 
sions were held throughout the balance of ee and October 
continuing after the public announcement of October 13. 

The following is a list (which may be incomplete) of the consulta- 
tions which I had as shown by my appointment book giving the dates 
of each such consultation and others who were present. 

You will notice that on September 18 we discussed this with Con- 
gressman Clifford Hope. 

On the 19th with Senator George Aiken. 

Mr. Benver. I am interested in knowing, Mr. Coke, if in these dis- 
cussions this does not imply that these gentlemen with whom you had 
these discussions agreed with all the phases of this plan / 

Mr. Coxe. That is correct. This is mere Ly the list of the people 
with whom we discussed the reorganization plan. 

Mr. Karsren. At that point may I ask: Did you receive suggestions 
and advice from them at that time ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. Yes, sir; we did. 

Mr. Karsten. They made no commitment that they were for or 
against what you had in mind? 

Mr. Coxe. In some cases—in many es as I will explain later, 
they were highly pleased with most of it, but the list here is not a list 
of those who ap proved of the plan, nor did we request total approval. 
We were asking for suggestions. 

Mr. Benper. You made no effort to have them either agree or 
disagree ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. No, sir. 

Mr. Benver. Or to discuss the plan fully. 

Mr. Coxe. The objective of our presentation was to get ideas and 
suggestions as to how we might improve the reorganization. 

On the 23d with Russell Thackrey of the Association of Land Grant 
Colleges and Universities. 

On the 24th with Congressman Jamie Whitten. 

On the 28th we contacted Congressman Carl H. Andersen by long 
distanc e phone. 

On the 29th Joseph Dodge, Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 

On the 30th, Frank K. Woolley of the American Farm Bureau 
Federation. 

Also on that same day Herschel D. Newsom and Roy Battles of the 
National Grange. 

On the 30th also with Homer Brinkley and John J. Riggle of the 
National Council of Farmer Cooperatives. 

And on that same day with Arthur S. Flemming, Commission on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government. 

Then on October 5 the Senate Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry, at which a very large percentage of the committee was present. 








Also « the ot the Subco nittee on Agriculture of the Senate 
( ttee ¢ Lp] rinat 

On the 6th with the Honorable Sherman Adains at the White House. 

4 on that me day Kray KX. Woolley of the American Farm 


Federation: Herschel D. Newsom, National Grange: Homer 
1 lev. the National Council of Farmer ¢ ooperatives ; and J. Banks 
} ine of the National Cotton Council. 

On the 7th we had a meeting with the section of the Bureau of the 


Budget that has to do with the Agriculture Department’s appropria- 


( e 10th we met 1 the House Committee on Acriculture and 
SO} membe of the Subcommittee on Agriculture of the House 


On the 12th John A. Baker of the National Farmers Union. 


() the 12th with memb of the Association of State Sec retaries, 
e ners and Directors of Agriculture. 

Qon the 1Zth wit! ie Board of Directors of the National Association 
of S ( servati Districts. 

On the 13th we had the Secretary’s Press Conference on Reorganiza- 


The same dav we met with the USDA agen Vv heads to explain the 


On the 13th we met with Waters S. Davis, Jr., and Nolen J. Fuqua 
ind Willian Southworth, of the National Association of Soil Con- 


O e 15th with Walter L. Reynolds, the chief clerk of the Senate 


Con ttee on Gove! ment Operatio1 : 

O the 23d wit! H schel D. Newsom and Ro Battles, of the 
National Grange, and Jerome C. Davis, of the Indiana State Grange. 

On the 23d with George Reed, of the House Committee on Agricul- 
Lure, ind ot i r member of the committee staff. 

On the 26th with Senator John C. Stennis, of Mississippi. 

O e 27th meetings were held with the USDA agency heads. 

O e 28th we met with the Western lumber group. 

And on the 29th with repre entatives, again, of the National Asso- 

ition of Soil Const iti Districts 


D I g¢ the weeks prece ling the public announcement there was 


oO! cl ible discussio} n the press and elsewhere about considera- 
tio! ng given to ] posals to reorganize the Department of Agri- 
biture There vere m ny rumors about the proposals. some were 
substantially correct; others were quite inaccurate. On October 7, 


1955.9 memorandum was disti buted to heads oft Department agencies 


and « mployees é ntitled “sstatus of Reorganization Plans.” A copy of 


} ] 1 1 p 7 
this pee placed before each member of vy ir committee. 
I » STA 3 DEPARTMED F AGRICULTURE, 
( ( H SEC! ¥ 
\} } D. ¢ October 7 1958 
‘ » 5 PLOYEES STATUS OF 
\ l N NS 
Ir f the le erest arding pending reorganization plans for the 


Dep of Agri t all officers and employees of the Department 
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to | | ti f } { ! g 
pres¢ ( OP Os ~ he 

In keeping with the spirit and I Plan N 

s tl }) | { t thie 

hh opportur v to the publie to sul 2 stions fol I 
proposed reorgan!Zat n becomes 

At tl ye j We ure i vw } { 
mittees and W fa the s ! l 

hat might | de to elfect ait I 
for improved service to fa s and the pub enera Further key 
ferences remain to be held Upon completion ¢ these mi ngs a 
of intention of reorganization will be 1 l¢ It is now »p ed { f Hh an 
annou emel ita press conterehce eurly next Week 

At the same me, steps w e@ taken to mborn 1 ( plovee of ! 1 ye 
ment of such proposals, and to explain to them the ei whi t 
will have on the existing activities ind agencie f the I artment 

EZRA ‘TAI BENS S ( 


Mr. By NDER, I wonder if J could nter!l ipt you aul that po nt. 

Mr. Coxr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Benper. We invited the chairman of the House Committee on 
Agriculture and the ranking majority member of the committee, and 


in fact all members of the Committee on Ag culture, to be present. 
Unless there ] some obj CtIOnN from the members ot the committee, we 
have asked the ranking majority member of that committee to sit here 


with us, and have Chie privilege of askin og questions at any time he 


chooses under the clr umstances Aucust Andresen is here. You 
have that privilege, sir. I am sure our members will coneur in that 


thought. 

Mr. Founrarxn. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if you would be kind 
enough to give the ranking majority member that same privilege. 

Mr. Benper. Is he here ? 

Mr. Founrain. Or whoever is here. I do not know. Jam sure Mi 
Cooley is not here. 

Mr. Benper. | asked the se retary of the Committee on \oriculture, 
or the executive staff member who is present, to call all the members 
of the committee who wei n the « ty, and Lam sure the gentlemen are 
accorded the same privilege. 

Of course, Mr. Hotiman, the « hairman ot the full committee, is here, 
and he rules ovel all of us, SO that the floor is his at any time, 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Chairman, let me correct you. 1am not here as 
chairman of the full committee but I am here by virtue of a resolution 
of the full committee which makes me an ex officlo member w ith a vote 
of this subcommittee. 

Mr. Lt NDER. In any eve nt we welcome you here in ev ry capacity 
and any capacity. 

Mr. Horrman. I have a certificate of office. It wanted you to realize 
that. 

Mr. Benner. You may proceed. 

Mr. AnpreseN. Mr. Chairman, before we get too far away from 
the schedule of consultations which the witness states is not complete, 
there is just one matter I would like to inject in here, if I may. 

You recollect that the Secretary and vourself appeared before our 
Committee on Agriculture on October 104 
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Mr. Coxe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Anpresen. At that time the question was raised as to consulta- 
tions and meetings that the Secretary had had, and you as well, with 
Mr. Waters Davis, the president of the National Soil Conservation 
District \s I recollect it, the Secretary stated that he had met with 
Mr. Waters Davis on two occasions and that you had met with him on 
several other occasions. F 

I would like to ask you this: On these OCCASIONS when Mr. Waters 
Davis met with the Secretary and yourself did you discuss the reorgan- 
ization plan ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. No; we did not discuss the reoganization plan at that 
time because those visits with him were prior to the time that we had 
developed the plan. 

Since you have raised the question about our consultations with 
representatives of the National Association of Soil Conservation Dis- 
tricts may I say that in June I had a 3-day conference with a repre- 
sentative group of State conservationists of the Soil Conservation 
Service and State directors of Extension. My purpose in that confer- 
ence was to try to understand better the problems involved in this 
whole matter of the Soil Conservation Service and the Extension 
Service. So for 3 days with the State soil conservationists and these 
state directors ot Extel ohn we cscussed the reorganization in an 
informal way. That was an administrative meeting and, of course, 
no record was kept of it, so there is no documentation of the sugges- 
tions and recommendations that were made. Most of the discussions 
during the 3-day session had a direct bearing on the reorganization of 
the Soil Conservation Service, giving me background information that 
I might better understand what we might do. 

The meeting above referred to was held on the 19th of June. Those 
present from the Soil Conservation Service were Dr. Robert M. Salter, 
Chief: John Ss. Barnes, state soll conservationist of ( ‘alifornia: Bruce 
B. Clark, also with the same position in Illinois: Lemuel J. Peet, of 
Vermont; and Joseph R. Sasser, of Tennessee. Those present from 
the Extension Service were C. M. Fergust n. the Director; J. E. 
Carrigan, who is director of Extension in Vermont; R. B. Tootell, 
from Montana; L. C. Williams, of Kansas, and H. C. Sanders of 
Louisiana. 

Previous to that time I had had a number of conferences with Mr. 
Waters ». Davy is, including the following: 

January 26. 

March 13. That was together with the National Board of Direc 
tors and the National Executive Committee of the National Asso- 
ciation of Soil Conservation Districts. 

On April 22 and April 30, with Mr. George R. Heidrich, a member 
of that organization, also present. 

And on May 15 with the Soil Conservation Service regional direc 
tors’ meeting. 

Additional conferences were had with Mr. Francis Lindsay of 
California on March 9: Mr. George R. Heidrich of West Virginia 
on March 27 and April 8: and Mr. Clay H. Stackhouse, formerly 
vice president of National Association of Soil Conservation Districts 
on April 14. 

Subsequent to the June 19 meeting, I met with Waters S. Davis and 
Nolen Fuqua, national vice president of the National Association 
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of Soil Conservation Districts on June 23 and Mr. Francis Lindsay 
of California on July 7. 

On July 16 the Soil Conservation Service had a 1-week conference 
of representative State conservationists from the 7 regions. This 
group consisted of the following: 

Dr. Robert M. Salter, Chief, and other members of his staff in 
Washington. 

L. L. Lough, Morgantown, W. Va. 

QO. C. Medlock, Auburn, Ala. 

Bruce B. Clark, Champaign, Ill. 

H. B. Martin, Alexandria, La. 

Fred J. Sykes, Salina, Kans. 

R. A. Young, Albuquerque, N. Mex. 

And Paul C. McGrew, Spokane, Wash. 

At the end of the week of discussion, they submitted a set of recom- 
mendations to the Chief of the Soil Conservation Service which he 
transmitted to me on July 17. 

The Secretary’s record of appointments 

Mr. Anpresen. Do you have any way of identifying those recom- 
mendations ? 

Mr. Coxe. In what way do you mean identifying the recom- 
mendations ¢ 

Mr. AnprREsEN. Was that what has been termed plan No. 1? 

Mr. Coxr. No, sir. Those recommendations were general recom- 
mendations which were used as a study for background information 
for us in determining our procedure. 

The Secretary’s record of appointments indicates that he met with 
Mr. Waters S. Davis on January 26, March 13, May 5, and Sep- 
tember 4. 

The Under Secretary met w ith Mr. Davis on September 3. 

While reorganization was not the subject of discussion at all of the 
meetings with Mr. Davis, the number of these meetings and the long 
period covered indicate that Mr. Davis had access to the top officials 
of the Department and an opportunity to discuss such matters as he 
might wish. 

In June the Secretary’s Office asked the Soil Conservation Service 
to develop alternative plans for reorganization. On July 24 the 
Chief of the Soil Conservation Service submitted to me five alternative 
reorganization plans for the Soil Conservation Service. Three of 
those plans prov ided for the elimination of regional offices. 

This was just a part of our study of trying to understand and get 
the best information and make the best decision possible. 

All decisions with respect to reorganization of the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service were made only after thorough and careful consideration. 

I present that to answer the question which you asked. 

Mr. Anpresen. Mr. Chairman, will you permit me to ask another 
question ¢ 

Mr. Benper. Yes: 

Mr. AnpresEN. Among these five plans that were submitted to you 
did it include plan No. 1 that had 36 recommendations in connection 
with it? 

Mr. Coxe. The study of the reorganization of the five proposals 
that came to us showed various processes of eliminating the regional 
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that we can get the record sti rht. M iy Lal Oo back to your other 
question, where you said Did any part of these 5 plans that were 


presented const tute the 3 ste} ¢ Lhe answel to that is “No.” 
The reorganization of the Department leaves the Soil Conservation 


service as a separat »independent age y withil the Department, just 
as it had been before t} reorganization, It is co rdinate with and 
equal in all respects to the Extension Service as an agency within the 
Department. There no difference there. 


Secretary Benson has repeatedly made it clear that there is no plan 
or intention on his part to transfer the Soil Conservation Service to 
the Extension Service, or to merge the two. In announcing the re 
rvanization on November 2. Sec retary Benson said: 


We do not now and never have planned to consolidate the Soil Conservation 
Se ce with the Agricultural Extension Service 

We do not now and neve have planned to turn over the Agriculture Ex 
tension Service any functions or activities now carried on by the Soil Conserva 

on sé vice 

We do not now and never have planned to contract with the land-grant colleges 


for technical assistance to the soil-conservation distri 


I am fully aware of the need for conserving and improving our agricultural 


resources. The SCS will continue as a separate agency of the Department. I 


am determined that it shall continue to serve farmers even better through tech 


nical aid to soil-conservation districts. 


That is the end of that quote. 

In hearings before the Senate Committee on Avriculture and For- 
estry on Mareh 25—ve ry early 1n the time when we came here—the 
Secretary said: 


I cannot conceive of wanting to obliterate an agency as important as Soil Con 


servation or Extension Service, either one 

He also said: 

I have no desire to see them combined 

This position was reiterated last spring at both the House and the 
Senate hearings on Reorganization Plan 2 of 1953. 

Mr. Karsten. At that point I would like to ask: In your prelimi 
nary discussion was the suggestion ever advanced that these two serv- 
ices be consolidated ? 

Mr. Coxe. In what preliminary discussion ? 

Mr. Karsren. In your preliminary discussion of this reorganization 
plan. . ; 

Mr. Coxe. No. 

Mr. Karsten. No such suggestion at all? 

Mr. Coxe. Never. 
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Mr. Karsten. During the preliminary LIS« on‘ 

Mr COKE. No, Sir; because right fron. the start e had had oO 1d 
ho plans, ho intention whatsoever of combining them. 

Mi IX ARST! N Did the Wi-oTrant colle | asstuhne s ( il] 
them in mal L\ such suggestion ¢ 


Mr. Coxr. No, sir; they did not. 
Mr. Karsten. They did not? 
Mr. Coxe. They did not. 

Mr FOUNTAIN. Did \j . Milt Eisenho ( LLL ke whiy ui Gv 
ve tion ? 

Mr. COKE. He aid not. 

Mr. Founraixn. You, of course, know he is in favor of such a thing 4 

Mr. Coxe. I have read his statement on that but he did not make any 
suggestions to us regarding that. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Will you discuss the details with reference to the 
so-called plan No. 1? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes, sir: I shall do that. 

Mr. AnprEsEN. You have that in your statement ? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Karsten. Before we leave that, Mr. Chairman, I have one ques 
tion I would like to ask particularly with reference to the chronology 
of the list here. 

On October 15, as I recall, there was a statement in the press. Many 
of us assumed that the reorganization plan became effective that date. 
Did any part of the plan go into effect on that date / 

Mr. COKE. No, sir. On October 13 the Secretary's press conference 
made it very clear that we were merely announcing the intention to 
re organize, and that the Secretary asked at that time that people who 
had suggestions or comments regarding the reorganization should 
present them. He sug sted that 
us prior to the Ist of November. That was the only part ot the press 
release that was issued. It was merely an intention to reorganize. 

Mr. Karsren. Let me ask: Were any orders issued within the De 
partment under that intention to reorganize ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. They were not. 

Mr. KARrSTEN. There was no action taken by the Departime nt what 
soever in the direction of reorganization 4 

Mr. Coxe. No, sir. 


Mr. Anpresen. I might say to my colleague that was made very 


1e would like to hay them back t 


’ clear at the meeting we had in this room on October lO. At that time 
it was specifically stated that no part of the Soil Conservation Service, 
including technical help, would be turned over to the Extension Serv 

P ice, and that it had never been contemplated, and that by doing away 


with these seven district offices on regio! al offices “the 1 part 
ment would strengthen the State and National Soil Conservation 
Service offices so as to make it a better working unit for the benefit of 
agriculture. 

I think that is correct: is it not, Mr. Coke ? 

Mr. Coxe. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Founratn. Mr. Chairman, I have one further question along 
the line asked by Mr. Karsten, while we are on that point. 

Mr. Benper. Yes, sir. 


~4>> 
Obed 


9 54 2 
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Mr. Founrary. Did you on or about October 12 or 13 send out. 
along with a statement of your intention to reorganize, the proposed 
reorganization to any of the lower echelons? 

Mr. Coxe. No, sir; we did not. Well, let me get this straight. We 
sent out on October 13 to the agence V people and through meetings 
with our people in Washington and e Ise whe re , and to the general pub- 
lie general overall intention to reorganize; and we have a copy 
of t announcement here, whi h you have before you. 

[ have a statement regarding that in my discussion as we go along, 
cviving that information. 

May | proceed ¢ 

Mr. Benper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Coxe. On October 13, 1953, a formal announcement of inten- 
tion to reorganize the Department of Agriculture was made public, 
together w va a press release that was issued at noon on that date. At 
the time of this release the Secretary held a press conference. The 
announcement was widely circulated. 

It was sent to all Department employees, both in Washington and in 
the field. It was made ava ao for distribution t pany interested pel 
on requesting it, as well as to the press. Forty thousand copies of 
this announcement were pre spared. Practically all of them have been 
used for distribution — the pub le and to Department employees. 
(‘opies of both the announcement and the press release have been 
placed before the members of the committee and are in vour file of 
material. : 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25, D. C., October 18, 1958. 


Memorandum to all Department employees. 


REORGANIZATION PLANS FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


As stated in my memorandum of October 7, I want every employee of the 
Department of Agriculture to have a full understanding of the proposals that 
e been made for reorganization. Attached to this memorandum are copies 
a press release announcing the reorganization plans, a formal notice of inten- 
tion to reorganize, and a chart showing the proposed organization of the Depart- 
nent under the proposal 
I emphasize that the reorganization will not go into effect until there has 
been a period of public notice and until there has been further opportunity 
comments from interested parties. The intention statement asks that such 
comments be made to me by November 1 
Che reorganization that has been proposed will offer to the loyal and hard- 
working employees of USDA an opportunity to make their efforts contribute 


more effectively than eve! o the farmers and the public cenerally. We feel 
that a Department of Agricu re organized as proposed will be a more efficient 
and a more effective organization. That has been our aim in making the pro- 


wosals, 
When the effective date of the reorganization is determined, the change to the 
new setup will be made in an orderly manner. The Department will make every 
effort to effect the changes with as little difficulty as possible for the personnel. 

There are many details of this proposal which you should know about. I have 
asked agency heads to schedule a series of meetings in Washington immediately 
to explain the proposed reorganization, and to provide adequate opportunity for 
field employees to obtain an understanding of the proposals 

The goal of the reorganization proposal is to make the Department of Agricul- 
ture a better service institutio I know that I can count upon your support in 
ichieving that goal 

k:zra Tarr BENSON, Secretary. 
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[For release at 12 noon, Tuesday, October 13] 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, October 18, 1958. 


SECRETARY BENSON ANNOUNCES PLAN To REORGANIZE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson announced today a proposed com- 
prehensive reorganization of the United States Department of Agriculture de- 
signed for better service to farmers through placing operations of the Depart- 
ment on a more businesslike, efficient, and decentralized basis. 

The reorganization proposal is made under authority of Reorganization Plan 
No. 2, enacted by the last session of Congress. That plan calls for advance 
notice of intention to reorganize. The proposal is scheduled to become effective 
after there has been opportunity for interested parties to comment on it. Sug- 
gestions should be submitted prior to November 1. The proposals have been 
made after consultation with congressional agricultural leaders, the National 
Agricultural Advisory Commission, representatives of the land-grant colleges, 
representatives of the President’s Committee on Reorganization of the Govern- 
ment, farm organization leaders, and others. 

The new Department organization puts all of the service agencies of the 
Department under four main groups: (1) Federal-States relations; (2) market- 
ing and foreign agriculture; (8) agricultural stabilization; and (4) agricul- 
tural credit. The four groups, the present administrative services group, and 
the Solicitor will report administratively to the Secretary. 

“This reorganization streamlines the Department for better service to farm 
families and for simplified internal organization,’ Secretary Benson said. 

“The Department of Agriculture as reorganized is designed to meet present- 
day conditions, particularly in its emphasis on marketing. With this reorganiza- 
tion we are ready to administer the farm programs which our current-day agri- 
culture requires. 

“We propose to continue and to use the community, county, and State farmer 
committees which have administered many phases of conservation and price- 
support programs. These committees will be a part of the Agricultural Stabiliza- 
tion group and will have important responsibilities both in the agricultural 
conservation program and in the various commodity programs such as marketing 
quotas and price supports. 

“The reorganization has been decided upon after the most careful study. It 
will be made effective without interrupting the vital services of the Department. 
It will give to the hard-working employees of the Department an opportunity to 
make their work even more effective than it has been. Our ultimate goal is 
greater decentralization to bring the programs closer to farmers.” 

Among major changes in the Department’s structure the reorganization pro- 
posal would 

Regroup the various research bureaus in the present Agricultural Research 
Administration into an integrated Agricultural Research Service. 

Establish an Agricultural Marketing Service which will absorb a major part 
of the marketing, research, and service functions of the Production and Market 
ing Administration and many of the functions of the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics. 

Establish a Commodity Stabilization Service which will carry on adjustment 
and other functions formerly handled by the Production and Marketing Admin- 
istration such as acreage allotments and marketing quotas, and carry on price- 
support operations of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Retain the present community, county, and State farmer committees to carry 
out the programs of the Commodity Stabilization Service and the agricultural 
conservation program in the field. 

Transfer the functions of the Production and Marketing Administration and 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics to other services. 

Strengthen State soil-conservation offices and eliminate regional SCS offices. 

Other than the integration of the former ARA research bureaus and the 
transfer of functions of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and the Produc- 
tion and Marketing Administration, most of the other existing agencies of the 
Department retain their major functions, although there have been numerous 
changes in nomenclature and concentration of related but widely dispersed work. 

In view of the fact that the Farm Credit Administration will become an inde- 
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\ I NTIO REORGANIZE THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
to the authority e President’s Reorganization Plan No. 2 fo 
nt f Agricult ( ce organizational changes are proposed lli 
ake the Department a more effe ve and efficient service unit for the 
act rT ndustry and all of our people 
The a ns to be taken are dictated by sound principles of public administra 
The objective is to improve not diminish—services to farmers 
Unde he proposed reorganization, redistribution of certain functions of the 
\ 3 age ‘ officer and employees of the Department of Agriculture is 
mad et changing conditions and to accomplish the objectives of stream 
ning and simplifving the internal organization of the Department and improving 
service to farmers 
Public notice is hereby given of intention to reorganize as follows 
The various reorganization moves would group the service agencies as follows 
1) Federal-States Relations, (2) Marketing and Foreign Agriculture, (3) Agri 
cl ral Stabil tion, and (4) Agricultural Credit. These groups are set fort) 
specifically in the attached chart Also attached is a chart showing the organ 
f the Department prior to January 21, 1953. The proposed changes in 
the operating agencies under these groups are: 
FEDERAL-STATES RELATIO 
{ ; tral Research Service 
s proposed that this Service conduct all of the production and utilizatio1 
research of the Department (except forestry research) and the inspection, dis 
‘ pest control and eradication work closely associated with this research 
The Administrator of this Service would also be responsible for the coordination 
f all research of the Department 
I r the proposal the research, inspection, disease, and pest control work 
now the bureaus of the Agricultural Research Administration would be re 
organized and regrouped. The air s to gather together the research and the 


regulatory work from scattered locations within the present Agricultural Re 
} stration and thus provide two main activities with clear lines of 





esearch work in one group and the inspection and control work 
anothel 

Related research activities would be moved from other agencies into this 
Service as follows: 


(1) The farm management and land use research from the Bureau of Agri 


cultural Economics 
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”) The soil conservation research from the Soil Conservation Rese 


3) Certain grass and range management research from the I ( ( 

(4) Cotton ginning and processing research from the Production and Market 
ng Administration 

(5) The administration of the Inse ide Act and the poultry meat in \ 
ork from the Production and Marke Administ on 

) Research development work from the Technical C« ! { l 

e Foreign Agricult il Service 
Rorest Service 

This Service would continue to be responsible for promoting the co 

nd best use of the Nation’s forest resources 

The following activities would be transferred to this Service: 

(1) The management of publicly owned lands administered under title IIL of 
the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act from the Soil Conservation Service 

2) The forest disease and pest research and control work from the Agri 
cultural Research Administration 
Noil Conservation Service 

The Soil Conservation Service would continue as the Department’s technic 
service agency in the field of soil and water conservation and flood prevention 
As such it will aid in bringing about physical adjustments in land use and in use 
f water to conserve natural resources and reduce the hazards of floods and 
sedimentation. The State offices of the Soil Conservation Service would be given 
greater responsibility for program formulation and execution by discont n 





the regional offices and transferring the functions principally to the State offi 
Federal Extension Service 


The Federal Extension Service would continue to have the leadership for all 
general educational programs his Service would act as the liaison between 
the Department and the land-grant colleges’ agricultural extension servi 

All work of the Technical Collaboration Branch of the Foreign Agricultural 
Service other than that relating to research would be transferred to this Service 





Agricultural Conservation Program Service 
Not affected by this reorganization, except for change in name, 
Cooperative Research and Service Division 


This Division, transferred from the Farm Credit Administration by Public 
Law 202, 83d Congress, would be placed in the Federal-States Relation 


The Division would carry on analysis and service activities with farm 
( peratives, 





MARKETIN(¢ AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURI 


tgricultural Marketing Service 


The marketing and distribution functions of the Department would be cen 
tralized in this Service. This includes marketing research and related statisti 
cal and economic research; marketing services, including crop and livestock est 
Inates, market news, standardization, grading, inspection and classification of 
farm products; and marketing and regulatory acts, including marketing agree 
ments and orders The Administrator of this Service would also be respon ble 
for the coordination of all statistical work of the Department 

The following activities would be transferred to this Service from other 
agencies : 

(1) All research, analytical and statistical work, including crop and livestock 
estimates, of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, except the farm man; 
ment and land use research transferred to the Agricultural Research Service 

(2) The off-farm handling, transportation, and storage research activities 
from the Agricultural Research Administration 


3) The marketing research and marketing services work from the Production 
and Marketing Administration. 
(4) The administration of marketing and regulatory acts, including ig 
creements and orders from the Production and Marketing Administr 
5) Work relating to food distribution, including the school lunch program, 
dministration of section 52 of the Agricultural Adjustment A rf ’ d 
od trade activities from the Production and Marketing Admi1 ri n 
(6) The Commodity Exchange Authority which administ: the ¢ 


Exchange Act would be placed in this Service 











16 REORGANIZATION OF THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 


Foret {agricultural Service 
This Service ould have primary responsibility for matters pertaining to 
agricu al trade and relationships with foreign areas. Certain functions 
ng to import controls under section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act 


wort control under the Defense Production Act would be transferred t 


AGRIK LTURAL STABILIZATION 


Commodity Stabilization Servic 


This Service would be responsible for adjustment activities including acreage 

ents and irketing quotas, the stabilization of sugar production, price 
port, foreign supply programs, commodity disposal, and administration of 
the International Wheat Agreement Personnel and facilities of the Commodity 
Stabilization Service would be utilized in administration of Commodity Credit 
Corporation programs 

\ll these functions and activities would be transferred from the Production 
nd Marketing Administration 





Comn ty, county, and State committees 


Che community, county, and State committees (the present PMA committees ) 
through which the Commodity Stabilization Service activities and the agricul 
tural conservation program are carried out in the field would be placed in this 
group 


Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 


Not affected by this reorganization 
AGRICULTURAL CREDIT 
I mers’ Home Administration 
Not affected by this reorganization. 


Rural Electrification Administration 


Not affected by this reorganization. 


(Anyone desiring to express his views regarding this proposed reorganization 
should communicate in writing with the Secretary of Agriculture, Washington 25 


D. C., by November 1, 1953.) 
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The announcement had two charts attached to it. One showed the 
organization of the Department prior to January 21,1953. The other 
showed the proposed reorganization with the agencies assigned to 
the four major groups. 

On the same day that the announcement and press release were 
issued, a meeting was held at 11:30 a. m. in the Department audi- 
torium attended by agency heads and bureav and division chiefs of 
the Department. At this meeting the reorganization proposal was 
outlined in detail. Later in the day on October 13 and during the 
balance of the week a series of meetings was held in the Department 
auditorium to make it possible for all departmental employees in 
Washington to receive an explanation of the reorganization proposal. 
At these meetings four additional charts, identical with those exhibited 
to the congressional committees, were shown on lantern slides. These 
additional charts, modified to include descriptive material for the 
groupings below the divisions, were later duplicated and publicly dis 
tributed. Copies of those charts, each bearing date of October 22, 
1953, have also been placed before you. I will refer to them again 
jater. 

On October 22, a press release was issued quoting a letter from 
former President Hoover. A copy is also included in the material 
distributed to members of your committee. 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, October 22, 195 


HERBERT Hoover ENporRSES USDA REORGANIZATION PLAN 


Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson announced today that former 
President Herbert Hoover, Chairman of the Commission on Organization of the 
Executive Branch of the Government, had endorsed the proposed reorganization 
of the Department of Agriculture which was made public October 13 

Secretary Benson said that comments received before and after the announce 
ment of the reorganization plan constitute an overwhelming endorsement of the 
proposal. 
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Under date of October 27, 1953, material relating to the Soil Con- 


servation Service was mailed to the chairmen of the boards of super 
visors of all soil-conservation districts. A copy of that is also in 
cluded l 


n the material your committee members have. Similar ma 
terial was also distributed to the governors of the States, State soil 


conservation committees or similar bodies, and all employees of the 
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hin Washington and the field. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, October 27, 1953 
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the Department of Agriculture has prepared proposed reorganization plans to 
bring about greater efliciency and better service to farmers and the general 
public. 

rhese plans propose certain changes in the Soil Conservation Service organiza 
tional structure to improve services to the districts. There is no intent to 
dissolve or destroy the Service, nor to change our relationship to the soil con 
Servation districts. It has never beeu our intention to place the SCS or any 
of its functions in the Extension Service. I told congressional committees 
during the past session of Congress that: 

1. “I have no desire to see them (SCS and EXT) combined.” 

2. ‘These agencies have different functions and therefore the work ought t 
be done in separate organizations, separate agencies.” 

3. “I feel that the Soil Conservation Service must continue It is an im 
portant one.” 

I am fully aware of the need for conserving and improving our agricultural 
resources. It is my intention that the SCS shall continue as a separate agency 
of the Department and that it shall continue to serve farmers through technical 
aid to soil conservation districts. The Department of Agriculture has signed 
a memorandum of understanding with each soil Conservation district We shall 
continue the cooperation provided for in these memoranda. 

Our objective is te place on the State conservationists the responsibilities now 
in the regional offices for assistance to farmers in meeting their conservation 
problems. 

The State offices of the Soil Conservation Service would be strengthened by 
the addition of technical personnel including a State conservation engineer, a 
soil scientist, and a soil conservationist. In addition, other specialists would 
be located at appropriate points throughout the country from which they can 
best work and serve in problem areas covering more than one State. No change 
is contemplated in technical personnel now largely in area offices assigned to 
work units. 

In the initial stages of getting the techniques of soil and water conservation 
understood and accepted, regional offices of the Soil Conservation Service pro 
vided supervisory services and administration of State programs necessary 
to get the program under way. In the 18 intervening years since the Soil Con 
servation Service was established, great accomplishments have been made i 
building up competent staffs in all the States, and soil conservation districts 
have been organized in practically all of the agricultural areas of the United 
States. 

Creating an awareness of the need for conservation has been well done The 
wholehearted interest and a general effort in advancing the soil-conservation 
movement is already evident in the work of the soil conservation districts and 
in the support given by the farm press, radio, advertising media of commercial 


interests and many other organized groups. Most important of all, of course 
is the competence of the farmers and ranchers who are demonstrating on their 
own land the values of soil- and water-conservation work 


The need for regional supervisory offices has, therefore, diminished to a 
point where it is now more eflicient for the State conservationist and his sta 
to assume full responsibility for the program in the State under the general poli 


cies of the national program. These State SCS offices, which have bec 
part of the organization for years, are staffed with highly qualified personne 
headed by the State conservationist. Technical personnel will be added to eac! 


State office. 
The watershed and flood control projects will continue to be emphasized 
Where these projects involve more than one State, the work on them will be 


coordinated. So important is this work that every effort will be made to get 
under way and complete as soon as possible the previously authorized projects 
The wise use of our agricultural resources is essential to our nationa rengtl 


We need, and must have, a constructive program of flood prevention, sound 
land, forest, and water management, with greater emphasis on local leader 
ship. It is important that farmers band together in local soil conservation 
districts and watershed associations, and that they take the initiative in pro 
tecting and developing our agricultural resources The work of land and water 
conservation is a major task now and for the future 

IezrA TAFT Benson, Secretary 


OctTORER 27, 1953 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Office of the Secretary, Washington, D. C. 


QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE PROPOSED REORGANIZATION OF THE SOIL CONSERVATION 
SERVICE AND THE UNITED States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE’S ANSWERS 
‘THERETO 


1. Question. What effect would the reorganization plan have upon soil con- 
servation work on American farms? 

Answer. We are undertaking to streamli 
Department of Agriculture in as Many a 





» the functions of the United States 
as as is possible. For example, we 





propose to eliminate the regional offices of the Soil Conservation Service, be- 
caus e believe the most effective line of operation is from the Federal Gov- 
ernment directly to the State counties, and local communities where the serv- 


ice is rendered. Technicians would be placed in the States in order to be nearer 
to the individual farms where the soil conservation work must be done. We 





do if farmers over the country will miss the regional SCS offices. Like farm- 
rs, we are interested first in conservation of the soil—all that we can get for 
the dollars spent—and not so much in maintaining more Government offices. 


2. Question. Do you plan to consolidate the Soil Conservation Service with 
the Agricultural Extension Service? 

Answer. No. 

3. Question. Do you plan to turn over to the Agricultural Extension Service 
any functions or activities now carried on by the Soil Conservation Service? 

Answer. No. 

4. Question. Do you plan to contract with the land-grant colleges for tech- 
nical assistance to soil-conservation districts? 

Answer. No. Technical assistance now being supplied from the regional 

ffice would come from the State SCS offices and Washington SCS office. 

5. Question. What would be the status of the State conservationist in the pro- 
posed reorganization ? 

A er. No change is proposed in the title of the State conservationist. This 
position would continue to be a career civil-service job. Additional responsi- 
bilities would be assigned this position. He would report directly to the head of 
the Soil Conservation Service. The State staff would be strengthened, and pro- 
vision would be made for assistance in special technical fields and supervision of 
watershed projects which cross State lines 

6. Question. What effect would the reorganization have on soil-conservation 
districts? 

Answer. There would be no change in the services to the soil-conservation dis- 
tricts. With the responsibility for the program in the State conservationist, di- 
rection of activities within the States would be more responsive to local needs, 
and thus result in more effective service to the districts. By putting the techni- 
eal control under the State SCS office, the program would be more closely alined 
with soil conditions within the State and better adapted to the livestock and 
cropping pattern 

7. Question. How would the technical services to districts be handled? Would 
the reorganization reduce the number of technical personnel? 

Answer. Reorganization would not necessarily affect the number of technical 
personnel available to districts. However, as in the case of any Government ac- 
tivity, the level of operation for the next fiscal year will be governed by funds 
available. In view of the necessity to work toward a balanced budget, it may be 
necessary to effect further economies in the Soil Conservation Service as well as 
in other agencies of Government. No final determination has as yet been made. 

8. Question. Would there be a reduction in force in the Soil Conservation 
Service? 

Answer. The total personnel in the Soil Conservation Service consist of 14,029. 
Of these 11,824 are in work units or directly serving the 2,570 soil-conservation 
districts. In area offices serving more than one district, there are 660 employees, 
not counting technicians serving work units. In State offices there are 449; 
in regional offices, 892; and in the Washington office, 204. A great deal has been 
said about the technical specialists in the regional offices. Actually, there are 
only 300 such persons. Most of these would be transferred to the State and to 
Washington. The economics in reorganization would permit some reduction in 
force. However, the total change in numbers of personnel would depend on the 
of funds available for 1955. 
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¥. Question. Would some of the area offices within the States be eliminated? 

Answer. There would be some consolidation of area offices. Such action would 
be consistent with, and a continuation of, past policies and practices to improve 
the efficiency of operation and is not necessarily a part of this reorganization 
Consolidation of some area offices within the States is under study for the pur- 
pose of getting a larger percentage of activities allocated to work units 

10. Question. In what way would State offices of the Soil Conservation Service 
ve strengthened ? 

Answer. These would be strengthened by the addition of some technical per 
sonnel, as well as additional personnel to handle administrative services required 
for budget, personnel, and fiscal matters. In most States the State conserva 
tionist would have a three-man technical staff—a conservation engineer, a State 
soil scientist, and a soil conservationist. He would have the services of p 


technology field specialists in agronomy, range, planting materials, forestry, 
biology, and research liaison who would each serve a number of States Chey 
would be attached to the Washington office of SCS and would be located in the 
different areas of the country. Seven cartographic laboratories will be main- 
tained to serve the cartographic needs of the various State programs. Seven 





field servicing units would be maintained to provide engineering design and 
watershed planning services to the flood-prevention and watershed programs in 
States. 

11. Question. How would watershed and flood-preventive work be handled? 
Answer. Technical personnel would be located in the field to serve these pre 
ects. These persons would be attached to the Washington office, but many of 
them would be located where the Service maintains cartog 


raphie laboratories 


They would give technical assistance on this work as well as other phases of 
the soil- and water-conservation program. 

12. Question. Were the reorganization proposals discussed with individuals 
and groups outside the Department before they were announced? 

Answer. Yes. These include the Senate Agriculture Committee, the House 
Agriculture Committee, the Senate and House Subcommittees on Agriculture of 
the Appropriations Committees, representatives of the farm organizations—the 
National Grange, the American Farm Bureau Federation, the National Farmers 
Union, and the National Council of Farmer Cooperatives—-the National Agricul- 
tural Advisory Commission, representatives of the land-grant colleges, officials 
of the National Association of Soil Conservation Districts, commodity groups, 
representatives of the President’s Committee on Reorganization of the Govern 
ment, representatives of the Budget Bureau, the Civil Service Commission, and 
many others both inside and outside Government 

13. Question. When would this reorganization be put into effect? 

Answer. It will require several weeks to work out sufficient of the detail before 
a start can be made in actually implementing the reorganization. We will wel- 
come any suggestions during this period that people may have regarding their 
ideas as to the type of organization that would best serve the farmers of the 
Nation. 


OCTOBER 27, 1953. 
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Another press release of October 30 quoted a wire from former 
President Herbert Hoover further endorsing the proposed reorgani- 
zation. A copy of that release is part of the material distributed te 
your committee. 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, October 30, 1953 


FORMER PRESIDENT Hoover Says SCS ReorGaAnizaAtTion WILL GIve BETTER 
SERVICE TO FARMERS 


Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson today received a telegram from 
former President Herbert Hoover, Chairman of the Commission on Organiza 
tion of the Executive Branch of the Government, calling attention to the fact 
that “the drive to alter or delay your plan for reorganization of the Soil Conserva 
tion Service still continues despite the fact that it will not only give real service t 
the farmers but will effect real economies.” 

The former President’s wire, which reiterated his October 22 endorsement 
etter to Secretary Benson) of the proposed reorganization of the Depart- 

ent of Agriculture follows: 

New York City, N. Y., October 30, 1953. 
Hon. Ezra Tarr BEnso? 
/ of Agriculture, 


Dep tment of Agriculture: 


I notice that the drive to alter or delay your reorganization of the Soil Con 


servation Service still continues despite the fact it will not onls give better 
service to the farmers but effect real economies. Your pla s of reorganization are 


‘ f the task force of agriculturists and the 
Commission on Reorganization of the Executive Departments of 1949. They 
have been exhaustively debated since and favored by most of the substantial 
elements concerned . The opposition has apparently been misled or inspired by 
ofl s who will be displaced. If displaced officials are to counteract reorganiza 
tion for economy and efficiency in the Government, all of us may as well throw vw 


along the lines of the recommendations of 


i 


our hands in these efforts to serve the American people 


HERBERT HOOVER 
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REORGANIZATION DECLARED IN EFFE 

In our discussion of the proposed reorganization we received many 
omments and suggestions. A number of the suggestions were 
udopted. These modifications were made from time to time, both 
before and after the public announcement of October 13. 

Mr. Karsren. At that point, the plan is not in effect as yet ! 

Mr. Coxe. The plan is in effect as of November 2. 

Mr. Karsten. Your statement seems to relate to the 
from October 13 to November 2. 

Mr. Coxe. That is correct. 

October 13 was the date we announced the proposed reorganization, 


interim period 


and then asked that suggestions and comments come in between Oc- 
tober 13 and the lst of November. 

Mr. Anpresen. Let me point out in answer to your question, then 
it is understood that between October 13 and November 2 no plan was 
actually put into operation. 

Mr. Coxr. That 1s correct. 

Mr. Karsren. And no orders had been issued to put it in operation ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. That is correct. 

Mr. Benner. Your point is that interested persons in the country 
generally had been alerted to the fact that the new plan to become 
elfective at that time? 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

The comment with respect to the Agricultural Marketing Service 
proposal was particularly favorable. This proposal was in line with 
the recommendations of Congress in the Agricultural Marketing Act 
of 1946. There was almost universal approval of this feature of the 
proposed reorganization. There was also general approval of the 
proposal to concentrate physical research in the Agricultural Re 
search Administration. With respect to all other features of the pro 
posed reorganization, except the Soil Conservation proposal, favor- 
able comment substantially outweighed adverse comment. In view 
of the substantial sentiment favorable to the proposal, it seemed de 
sirable to proceed with making the reorganization effective imme 
diately. 

With respect to the Soil Conservation Service proposal, there was 
vigorous opposition and there were recommendations that the reor 
ganization of that agency be postponed. On the other hand, there 
were many who approved the recommendations with respect to the 
Soil Conservation Service and who urged that all portions of the 
reorganization proposal be made effective immediately. We gave this 
subject very careful and serious study. 

We were faced with the fact that there was much misinformation in 
circulation regarding our intentions with respect to the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service. Rumors were in circulation that the Soil Conservation 
Service was to be abolished and merged into other agencies: that there 
was to be a great diminution in the facilities available for soil-con- 
servation work; that many employees were to lose their jobs or be 
shifted. All of these rumors were causing serious impairment of the 
morale of the personnel of the agency and were creating public con 
fusion as to what the proposal contemplated. We felt that the only 
way to make clear what our intentions really were was to make the 
reorganization immediately effective. Only by action could there be 
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de e answer to the misunderstandings current as to our inten- 
tions Pherefore, it cle led to make the whole reorganizatio 
effective immediately. 

Mr. K ARSTEN. Could you tell us who made that decision ‘ 

\I (C‘oxr. Yes. It wasmade by the Secretary ol Agriculture. 

Mi IN ARSTE.S (Dy ,ovel her 2? 

Mr. Coxe. The announcement of the reorganization plan was o 
No be 

Mr. Founvaix. Was there any contact with the White House that 
aay relative to putting il nto effect / 

Mr. Coxr. I do not know. 

Mr. Anpresen. I might say, Mr. Secretary, I happened to be one 


of those who asked fora postponement of the plan due to the misunder- 
standing, and I think there are several other members of the Con 
mittee on \or culture who did likewise because we ce rtainly wanted to 
cleal up the misunderstanding. 

In several of our hearings in the Midwest where the subject came 

p, Mr. Hope, the chairman of our committee, announced at those 

rings that if there was anything wrong with the reorganization 
plan we would proceed to legislate on the subject to correct it, not that 
we knew whether the facts were correct or not, because we were not 
given the details on the plan when you appeared before our committee 
on October 10. But I might Say we are sold on the soil-conservation 
study, and that is one reason why we wanted it right before it went 
1] to opel ition. I think now it seems everybody 1s happy over the 
) ul. 

Mr. Karsten. I think the committee ought to hear only one witness 
at a time. 

Mr. AnprEeseN. Excuse me. I will desist. 

Mr. Karsten. I have one further question. You say you ordered 
this into effect immediate] Ly. That would indicate you had planned 
not to order it into effect on November 2. but probab ‘ly planned a 
longer period of time: is that correct ? 

Mr. COKE. We were w decided exactly what date we would put if 
into effect, and because of this confused situation we did make the 
decision to put it into effect on November 2. 

Mr. Karsten. You had not made any decision on October 13 as to 
whether it would go into effect or not ? 

Mr. Coxe. That is correct. 

Mr. Karsren. Did you make any statement as to how long these 
organizations and individuals would have the right to submit addi 
tional suggestions ¢ 

Bick Coxe. Weasked that their submission of suggestions be in to the 

cretary by November 1 

va Fountain. I have one further question along that line. 1 
happen to havea clipping from the Washington Post dated November 
3, 1n which a portion of the story relative to the reorganization setup 
reads as follows: 

And on Friday night 
which I determined to be October 29, 1953— 


Sherman Adams, Assistant to the President, assured the American Forestry 
Congress that no final decision on the plan would be made until “exhaustive” 
examination had been made into all the recommendations and objections of every 
organization. 
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Now, in spite of that statement, the plan was put into effeet on 
November 2, which is about 3 or 4 days after that statement was made. 

Mr. Coxe. May I make this comment on that : That we had made an 
exhaustive study of the proposals and suggestions that had come in. 
We made a running study of the proposals and we had numerous 
proposals Cc oming in to us from the date of October 13 to November 1. 
So we were well aware of the ideas and suggestions that were made 
available to us during that period, 

Mr. Karsren. Proceed. 

Mr. Coxe, So, we now have an accomplished fact. There is no longer 
any question as to what we intend to do; the question is as to wh: at we 
have done. Demonstration and explanation of the accomplished fact 
should be more convincing than explanation of future intentions could 
possib ly be. 

On November 2, 1953, the Secretary issued an announcement of the 
reorganization effective immediately. The official document was in the 
form of supplement No. 4 to Memorandum No. 1320. Copies of the 
Secretary’s announcement and of Memorandum No. 1320, suppleme nt 
4, are also included in the material distributed to your committee. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTT RE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Vovember 2, 1958. 


SECRETARY BENSON PUTS AGRICULTURE DEPARTMENT REORGANIZATION INTO 
IMMEDIATE EFFECT 


Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson today announced plans for reorgan- 
ization of the Department of Agriculture to be effective immediately. The new 
organization of the Department is substantially as set forth in the announcement 
of intention of October 13, although certain modifications have been made as the 
result of suggestions received. 

The new organization puts all of the service agencies of the Department under 
four main groups: (1) Federal-States relations; (2) Marketing and foreign 
agriculture; (3) Agricultural stabilization; and (4) Agricultural credit. 

“IT am putting the new organization into effect at this time so that the Depart- 
ment can begin functioning on the new basis at the earliest possible moment.” 
Secretary Benson said. “The plan going into effect today represents full con- 
sideration of the suggestions which have been received since the original an- 
nouncement. That announcement provided that suggestions would be received 
up to November 1. 

“The reorganization was made under authority of Reorganization Plan No. 2, 
submitted to Congress by President Eisenhower and approved by the Congress in 
June. 

“Plans for the reorganization were discussed before their announcement with 
congressional agricultural leaders, the National Agricultural Advisory Commis- 
sion, representatives of the land-grant colleges, representatives of the President’s 
Committee on Reorganization of the Government, representatives of the National 
Association of Soil Conservation Districts, farm organization leaders, and many 
others. The big majority of those consulted reacted favorably to the proposals. 

“We have received a number of constructive suggestions and we have con- 
sidered all of them and adopted them where possible. In a few cases, final decision 
on shifting of functions will be made later as the transition from the old to the 
new organization is made fully effective. 

“The principal area of complaint has been regarding the proposal to change 
the field organization of the Soil Conservation Service by eliminating regional 
offices and strengthening State soil conservation offices. 

“IL am confident that the great majority of soil conservation workers and the 
members of the boards of soil conservation districts appreciate the sincerity of 
our purpose to advance soil conservation, At the same time I want to correct the 
misleading and unfounded statements issued by certain officers of the National 
Association of Soil Conservation Districts. The organized campaign by this 
small group has served to confuse the issues and to obscure our real intentions. 
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To set the record straight I have sent to all boards of supervisors of soil con- 


ition districts a statement of our purpose and specific answers to specific 





questions. I want to restate my position on certain of those points dealing with 
plans for the Soil Conservation Service and the Agricultural Extension Service. 


We « not now | never have planned to consolidate the Soil Conservation 
Service with the Agricultural Extension Service. 

We do not now and never have planned to turn over to the Agricultural Exten- 
sion Service any functions or activities now carried on by the Soil Conservation 


‘We do not now and never have planned to contract with the land-grant 


colleges for technical assistance to the soil conservation districts. 
“I am fully aware of the need for conserving and improving our agricultural 
resources. The SCS will continue as a separate agency of the Department. I 


em determined that it shall continue to serve farmers even better through tech- 
nical aid to soil-conservation districts. The Department of Agriculture has 
yned a memorandum of understanding with each soil-conservation district. We 
continue the cooperation provided for in these memoranda. 

“The watershed and flood-control projects will continue to be emphasized. 
Where these projects involve more than one State, the work on them will be 
coordinated. So important is this work that every effort will be made to get 
under way and complete as soon as possible the previously authorized projects 

“Effective today the State offices of the Soil Conservation Service are given 
creater responsibility for program formulation and execution, and the regional 
offices are abolished Pending the liquidation of the regional offices, the regional 
directors and their personnel are transferred to the staff of the Administrator, 
Soil Conservation Service.” 

The new Department organization 

Regroups the various research bureaus in the present Agricultural Research 
Administration into an integrated Agricultural Research Service 

Establishes an Agricultural Marketing Service which will absorb a major part 
of the marketing, research, and service functions of the Production and Market- 
ing Administration and many of the functions of the Bureau of Agricultural 
Economics 

Establishes a Commodity Stabilization Service which will carry on adjust 
ment and other functions formerly handled by the Production and Marketing 
Administration such as acreage allotments and marketing quotas, and carry 
on price-support operations of the Commodity Credit Corporation. 

Retains the present community, county, and State farmer committees to carry 
out the programs of the Commodity Stabilization Service and the agricultural 
conservation program in the field. 

Transfers the functions of the Production and Marketing Administration and 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics to other services 

Other than the integration of the former ARA research bureaus and the trans- 
er of functions of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and the Production 
ind Marketing Administration, most of the other existing agencies of the Depart- 
ment retain their major functions, although there have been numerous changes 
in nomenclature and concentration of related but widely dispersed work. 

The following are the four main groups provided for by the reorganization and 
the agencies in each (where new agencies have been formed or major changes 
made, the name of the person in charge is given in parentheses) : 

Federal-State relations Agencies in this group would include: Agricultural 
Research Service (Byron T. Shaw, Administrator), Forest Service, Federal 
Extension Service, Soil Conservation Service, Agricultural Conservation Pro- 
gram Service, and Farmer Cooperative Service (Joseph G. Knapp, acting in 
charge). 

Marketing and foreign agricultyw (Agencies in this group would be the Agri 
cultural Marketing Service (O. V. Wells, Administrator), the Foreign Agricul- 
tural Service, and the Commodity Exchange Authority. 

igricultural stabilization.—Agencies in this group would be Commodity Sta 
bilization Service (including the administration of Commodity Credit Corpo- 
ration programs) (Howard H. Gordon, Administrator), Federal Crop Insurance 
Corporation, and community, county, and State committees (Howard H. Gordon, 
Acting Administrator). 

Agricultural credit.—Agencies in this group would be Farmers’ Home Admin- 
istration and Rural Electrification Administration. 

Details on many of the changes are given in the attached statement: 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., November 2, 1958. 


MEMORANDUM No. 1320, SupPLEMENT 4 


REORGANIZATION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Pursuant to the authority vested in the Secretary of Agriculture by section 
161, Revised Statutes (5 U. S. C. 22), and Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953, 
as well as all other statutes and prior reorganization plans vesting authority in 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the following assignments and reassignments of 
functions, and related delegations of authority are made. Announcement of 
intention to reorganize the Department of Agriculture was made on October 13, 
1953. 

All service agencies of the Department are grouped as follows: (1) Federal- 
States Relations, (2) Marketing and Foreign Agriculture, (3) Agricultural 
Stabilization, and (4) Agricultural Credit. 


FEDERAL-STATES RELATIONS 


Agricultural Research Service 

This Service will conduct all of the production and utilization research of 
the Department (except forestry research) and the inspection, disease, and pest 
control and eradication work closely associated with this research. The Admin- 
istrator of this Service is also responsible for the coordination of all research 
of the Department. 

Except as otherwise provided herein, all the research, inspection, disease and 
pest control work now in the Agricultural Research Administration are hereby 
assigned to this Service. 

In addition, related activities are hereby reassigned to this Service as follows: 

(1) Research on farm management and costs (including local farm labor 
studies), land economics, and agricultural finance from the Bureau of Agricul- 
tural Economics. 

(2) All soil conservation research except investigations required for the na- 
tional soil survey from the Soil Conservation Service. 

(3) All range management research (except that on forest ranges and adja- 
cent, integrated nonforest lands), and all research on grass and control of unde- 
sirable plants from the Forest Service. 

(4) Cotton ginning and processing research on improved ginning technology 
and associated processes involved in the preparation of cotton fiber and cotton- 
seed for market from the Production and Marketing Administration. 

(5) The administration of the Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
from the Production and Marketing Administration. 

Forest Service 

This Service will continue to be responsible for promoting the conservation 
and best use of the Nation’s forest resources. 

The following activities are reassigned to this Service: 

(1) The management of publicly owned lands administered under title III 
of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act from the Soil Conservation Service. 

(2) Forest disease and pest research and control work from the Agricultural 
Research Administration. 

Soil Conservation Service 

The Soil Conservation Service will continue as the Department’s technical 
service agency in the field of soil and water conservation and flood prevention. 
As such it will aid in bringing about physical adjustments in land use and in 
use of water to conserve natural resources and reduce the hazards of floods 
and sedimentation. The State offices of the Soil Conservation Service are hereby 
given greater responsibility for program formulation and execution, and accord- 
ingly the regional offices are abolished. During the liquidation of the regional 
offices, the regional directors and their personnel are transferred to the staff 
of the Administrator, Soil Conservation Service. 


Federal Extension Service 
Not affected by this reorganization. 
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Agricultural Conservation Program Service 

Not affected by this reorganization, except for change in name, the agricul- 
tural conservation program will continue to be carried out in the field through 
the community, county, and State committees. 


Farmer Cooperative Service 

There is hereby created the Farmer Cooperative Service to which is assigned 
the functions of the Cooperative Research and Service Division of the Farm 
Credit Administration. 


MARKETING AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURI 


igricultural Marketing Service 

The marketing and distribution functions of the Department are centralized in 
this service. This includes marketing research and related statistical and eco- 
nomic research; marketing services, including crop and livestock estimates, 
market news, standardization, grading, inspection, and classification of farm 
products; and marketing and regulatory acts, including marketing agreements 
and orders. The administrator of this service is also responsible for the 
coordination of all statistical work of the Department. 

The following activities are reassigned to this service from other agencies: 

(1) All research, analytical and statistical work, including crop and livestock 
estimates, from the Bureau of Agricultural Economics except research reassigned 
to the Agricultural Research Service. 

(2) The off-farm handling, transportation, and storage research activities 
from the Agricultural Research Administration. 

(3) All marketing research and marketing services work from the Production 
and Marketing Administration, except as otherwise provided herein. 

(4) The administration of marketing and regulatory acts, including marketing 
agreements and orders from the Production and Marketing Administration, ex- 
cept as otherwise provided herein 

(5) Work relating to food distribution, including the school-lunch program, 
administration of section 32 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1935 (except 
as otherwise provided), and food-trade activities from the Production and 
Marketing Administration. In carrying out these functions, the Agricultural 
Marketing Service shall use the commodity procurement and handling facilities 
of the Commodity Stabilization Service. 

Foreign Agricultural Service 

This service will have primary responsibility for matters pertaining to agri- 

cultural trade and relations with foreign areas. Administration of section 22 


of the Agricultural Adjustment Act and import and export controls are hereby 
reassigned from the Production and Marketing Administration. 


Commodity Exchange Authority 


Not affected by this reorganization. 


AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION 


Commodity Stabilization Service 


The Production and Marketing Administration is hereby designated the Com- 
modity Stabilization Service. This service will be responsible for adjustment 
activities including acreage allotments and marketing quotas, the stabilization 
of sugar production, price support, foreign supply programs, commodity disposal, 
and administration of the International Wheat Agreement. Personnel and 
facilities of the Commodity Stabilization Service will be utilized in administra- 
tion of Commodity Credit Corporation programs. 

All functions and activities of the Production and Marketing Administration 
not otherwise assigned herein are hereby reassigned to this service from the 
Production and Marketing Administration, including, for the time being, poultry 
meat inspection. 


Community, county, and State committees 


The community, county, and State committees (the present Production and 
Marketing Administration committees) through which the Commodity Stabiliza- 
tion Service activities and the agricultural conservation program are carried 
out in the field are placed in this group. This reorganization does not change 
the present functions of these committees. 
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Federal Crop Insurance Corporation 
Not affected by this reorganization. 


AGRICULTURAL CREDIT 


Farmers’ Home Administration 

Not affected by this reorganization. 
Rural Electrification Administration 

Not affected by this reorganization. 
Effective date and continuation of Services 

This memorandum shall be effective November 2, 1955. All officers and 
employees now performing any of the functions affected by this order shall 
continue to perform such functions, and to exercise in connection therewith 
existing delegations until directed otherwise pursuant to the authority of this 
order. All regulations, orders, and similar instruments heretofore issued by any 
officer of the Department of Agriculture relating to the functions affected by this 
order shall continue in full force and effect, unless and until withdrawn or 
superseded by instruments of like authority. 
Personnel, property, and funds 

The personnel, property, and funds relating to the functions reassigned herein 
shall be transferred as agreed upon by the heads of the agencies involved, sub- 
ject to the approval of the Secretary. 
Further reorganizations under the October 18, 1953, announcement 


Proposals set forth in the announcement of intention to reorganize issued 
October 13, 1953, and not covered herein are receiving further study. 
Ezra Tart Benson, Secretary. 


MAJOR FEATURES OF REORGANIZATION 


I would like now to review briefly with you the reorganization 
charts. By doing this I believe you will get in the shortest possible 
time a picture of the overall reorganization plan and an explanation 
of our reasons for the major changes. In doing this, I will use the 
identical charts that I used in making the presentation of the reorgan- 
ization proposals, prior to their public announcement, to the congres- 
sional committees. While I am doing this, if you will compare the 
charts which you have with the corresponding charts which I will be 
using, you will be able to observe what changes occurred between the 
time the presentation was made to the congressional committees and 
the intention to reorganize as announced in chart form under date of 
October 13 and October 22. 

The first of these charts relating to the four major groupings was 
attached to the announcement of intention to reorganize issued on 
October 13. The other four charts are those dated October 22 relating 
to Agricultural Research Service, Agricultural Marketing Service, 
Commodity Stabilization Service, and Soil Conservation Service. For 
your convenience, we have additional sets of these five charts if you 
have any difficulty in locating them among the material which was 
previously distributed. 

(Discussion of the charts in the following order: Overall grouping 
(chart attached to public announcement of October 13), Agricultural 
Research Service, Agricultural Marketing Service, Commodity Sta- 
bilization Service, Soil Conservation Service. ) 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like now to show 
you the charts which are similar to those which I showed the other 
committees of the Congress. 
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Mr. Horrman. If the record does not show it, may the record show 
what date the plan went into effect ¢ 

Mr. Coxr. The record shows that was November 2 

Mr. Corr. We have here the first chart which shows the overall re- 
organization of the Department of Agriculture in which the various 
agencies of the Department are grouped into four different major 
YTOUDS. 

We have the Secretary and the Under Secretary, the Solicitor, the 
Administrative Assistant Secretary who supervises the budget, per- 
sonnel work, and soon. We have indic ated here on this chart “th: at the 
matter of information work is one of which we have made no study and 
therefore have not reached a final determination as to where it should 
be placed. 

Then we made these four groupings [indicating]. As you recall, 
the Secretary of Agriculture, when he took office, arranged the service 
agencies of the Department in four groups. So this is not a great 
change from the groupings that were initially made. 

The first grouping formerly was called research, extension, and land 
use. We are now calling it the Federal-States relations group. In 
this group we have the Agricultural Research Service, the Forest 
Service, the Soil Conservation Service, the Federal Extension Service, 
the Agricultural Conservation Program Service, and the Farmer Co- 
operative Service. 

The Farmer Cooperative Service was formerly in the Farm Credit 
Administration. The new farm credit legislation which makes the 
Farm Credit Administration a separate and inde ~pendent agency, not 
administratively responsible to the Department of Agriculture, trans- 
ferred the Cooperative Research and Service Division as it was then 
called, to the Department. We are now calling it the Farmer C ooper- 
ative Service, but the chart shows it just as we showed it to the other 
committees. 

We have the marketing and foreign agriculture group under an 
Assistant Secretary, in which we have the Agricultural Marketing 
Service and the Foreign Agricultural Service. I will come back to 
that a little later. 

Then we have the agricultural stabilization group under an Assist- 
ant Secretary, with the Commodity Stabilization Service (in which is 
included the Commodity Credit Corporation) and the Federal Crop 
Insurance Corporation. The old Production and Marketing Admin- 
istration committees are referred to on this chart as the community, 
county, and State committees for commodity stabilization and agri- 
cultural conservation program. We are now calling these committees 
the agricultural stabilization and conservation committees. 

The fourth unit is the agricultural credit group under an assistant 
to the Secretary. The Farmers’ Home Administration and the Rural 
Electrification Administration are in that. We have only a nominal 
relationship to the Farm Credit Administration. 

This chart is one that I showed the other committees, indicating 
the organization of the former Agricultural Research Administra- 
tion. There were two points that I made in presenting it to the other 
committees. This administration had scattered through it in each 
one of the agencies all the administrative services. That is, dupli- 
cated in the six agencies and in the Administrator’s Office you had all 
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AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE 


Proposed Reorganization 


—— ———y 
CENTRAL PROJECTS) | ADMINISTRATOR PROGRAM INSPECTION 
__ ee a AMO INTERNAL AUDIT 


[asst ADMINISTRAT TOR | 


OFFICE EXPERIMENT 
STATIONS 
—_—__—J 


DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR [DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR] 
RESEARCH | REGULATORY | 


ROP RESEARCH | ~ FARM AND LAND = HUMAN NUTRITION | f A ma f nop. | [ v ‘ 
MANAGEMENT A | AN M } R ARCH RE ATory | RE ATORY 
ee Oe J [economes nese [__" J L_ano-cowrnon | | ano conte 












ASSTA ADM MANAGEMENT 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 
BUDGET AND FINANCE 

PERSONNEL 



















the work having to do with budget and finance, personnel, and so forth. 

The second point we made in this connection was that both regu- 
latory and research work were carried on by several of these bureaus, 
so that we had two different types of activities within the bureaus. 

As proposed by this chart we proposed to set up an Agricultural 
Research Service in which we would bring together all of the adminis- 
trative services under an Assistant Administrator for Management, 
so we would have those services in one place rather than having them 
dispersed as in the former organization. 

We proposed moving the regulatory work that was in the Agricul- 
tural Research Administration out into a separate unit under a Deputy 
Administrator so that we would have a Deputy Administrator for 
Research and a Deputy Administrator for Regulatory Work, and thus 
have those two functions separated. 

The question was raised, and we discussed it with the other com- 
mittees as to why we would have regulatory work in an Agricultural 
Research Service. Our answer to that was—it was our opinion that 
we needed to have certain types of regulatory work, such as disease 
control and things of that kind, closely associated with research, and 
yet we needed also to have it se parated enough so that you could get 
the kind of people necessary to handle regulatory work which is quite 
a different type of person than one capable of handling research work. 

We have a Crop Research Division in which we proposed to have 
the field crop research, the horticultural research, and the entomo- 
logical research. We have a new division called Farm and Land 
Management Research that was not formerly in the Agricultural Re- 
search Administration, in which we proposed to bring over from the 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics its production economics work in 
order to build up and integrate farm and land management research. 
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Then, we proposed bringing the research work carried on by the 
Soil Conservation Service on water and soil conserv ation and tying 
it in with the research work that was going on in the Agricultural Re- 
search Administration so that we could have it all in one place. We 
believe it will strengthen the work and give it more push, as a result 
of that consolidation. 

We could have the research in agricultural engineering and in the 
range management in the Farm and Land Management Research 
Division. At the time we presented this to the other committees we 
proposed to move some of the range management research work carried 
on by the Forest Service to this division. We did not know at that time 
how much because we had not completed our study. 

At this point, in presenting the proposed reorganization to the 
other committees, I discussed with them what changes should be made 
in the Forest Service. We did not have a reorganization chart of the 
Forest Service because we did not contemplate at that time a reor- 
ganization of that agency. In presenting the material to the com 
mittees we were proposing to move to the Forest Service the manage- 
ment of all the public lands which are under the jurisdiction of - 
Department of Agriculture. We have in the Department a grou 
of lands that were allocated to the De partment under the Bantthead- 
Jones Act, title III. T hey were the subm: gin: al lands that were ac 
quired during the depression days. The largest part of those were 
administered by the Soil Conservation Service, some by the Forest 
Service, and we proposed to combine them together in the Forest 
service. 

The other proposed change was that the research and control work 
on forest pests and diseases be moved from the Agricultural Re- 
search Administration Field Crop Division in one case and to the 
Forest Service so we would have in the Forest Service a research unit 
for all the forest research, including diseases and insects. 

We also proposed to set up livestock research and human nutrition 
and home economics research as it was under the old organization. 
We would also have a division or grouping of utilization research 
and the four regional laboratories of the Department of Agriculture 
would be in that. And then we would have some utilization work 
carried out at Washington. 

The animal regulatory work would be carried on with these activi- 
ties here on the chart | indie: ating |. and the plant regulatory work 
there. 

Mr. Porr. Before you leave may I ask a question’ Have you had 
any complaints about the consolidation of the research work under 
the Chief, Soil and Water Conservation, under the Division of Farm 
and Land Management Research / 

Mr. Coxr. No. I would not want to say no emphatically. There 
may have been some complaints, but by and large the sentiment has 
been quite favorable. 

Mr. Porr. In other words, this has nothing to do with the functional 
operation of the soil conservation, and only with research ? 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. This is just research. 

In the presentation to the other committees I merely showed the 
second chart, which was the old organization of the Bureau of Agri- 
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cultural Economics. We spent no time on it because it did not seem 
essential. 

I showed next the chart on the organization of the Production and 
Marketing Administration as it was and pointed out they could not 
be read because it was too much detail. I pointed out also that on 
this chart we indicated by color blocks four main types of activities 
that the Production and Marketing Administration was c: rying on. 
The red blocks showed the place in the Production and Marketing 
Administration where the regulatory work was being carried on. The 
blue blocks show the places in this Administration where research 
work was carried on. The Production and Marketing Administration 
obtained almost half of the $5,500,000 that was available to the De- 
partment of Agriculture in fiscal 1954 under the Research and Market- 
ing Act. The green blocks show where there were various service 
activities, such as Market News and regulatory work of a marketing 
nature. The yellow indicates where the m: arketing agreement activi- 
ties of the Department were carried on. 


AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 


Proposed maorgonizesion 


STATISTICAL [PROGRAM INSPECTION 
CLEARANCE [—) ADMINISTRATOR ren so 








[ASST. ‘ADM. ‘MANAGEMENT, | 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES| 
BUDGET and FINANCE, 

a PERSONNEL 


[peer ADMINISTRATOR) [DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR | 
Research and Marketing Services 
|__Statistical _ 






5 mad Ee 


f ' . 
| Marketing Research | Agpiew ture | Agricultura Marketing Agreements ommodity Exchange nspection and 
Eee ee " economics | | Reporting | |_and Food Drstributvon) L_ AS ia L_ Regulatory 





I next showed our proposal for establishing an Agricultural Mar- 
keting Service. ‘This was entirely a new idea, trying to give emphasis 
on the whole field of marketing which we felt that the De »partnent 
had neglected and to which we wanted to give greater emphasis. 

We showed that we would have two divisions, one for marketing 
services and one for research and statistics with a Deputy Administra- 
tor in charge of each. In the latter, you would have marketing re- 
search. In this, as we did with all the charts, we told the committees 
that from here on down [indicating] we were merely putting in the 
functions, the various activities that we were moving from one agency 
to another, and that we did not mean at all that it was an organiza- 
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tion: il ( the art he low this pon t | 1] dic: ating |. And sO in the chi arts which 
vou have before you we did eliminate these and put in a description of 
the activities that were be ing grouped because we had not yet firmed 
up the way the organization structure should be below that particuls ir 
point. 

So under Research and Statistics we have marketing research, agri- 
cultural economics, and agricultural reporting. In agricultural eco- 
nomics we have all the Bureau of Agricultural Economics except for 
the production economics unit that went over to Research Service for 
the Farm and Land Management Division in the Agricultural Re- 
search Service. We have agricultural reporting in which we planned 
to bring in livestock estimates and market news. 

There is one change we made as the result of our discussion. I do 
not know that I can bring them all out; I may forget some. We 
decided after the reorganization plan had been studied to change this 
structure considerably, and I will try to explain that in just a little 
while. 

The marketing agreement work on food distribution was in here 
and also the Commodity Exchange Authority, and then inspection and 
regulatory work. 

As we finally firmed up the eee: we decided that the 
Agricultural Marketing Service should be largely on a commodity 
basis rather than a functional basis. That is one of the m: jor changes 
we made after presenting this to the other committees. 


COMMODITY STABILIZATION SERVICE 


Proposed Reorganization 


| ADMINISTRATOR 
ASSOC. ADMINISTRATOR __AND INTERNAL AUDIT 










ASST. ADM. MAMAGENBIT 
ADMIMISTRATIVE SERVICES 
AUDIT 

BUDGET 

COMPLIANCE AND INVESTIGATION 
PERSONNEL 

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY 












AREA “— 


FISCAL | 
~ COMMODITY 
DISPOSAL 


TRANSPORTATION 










[Deputy ana] | DEPUTY ADMimisTRATOR 
PRODUCTION ADJUSTYWENT PRICE SUPPORT 


GRAIN COTTON LIVESTOCK TOBACCO SUGAR 
DAIRY, POULTRY PEANUTS 
NAVAL STORES 
ae sass intel 3 




















rh ervice would be responsit AND WAREHOUSING 
lotments and marketing q 
foreigr apply fF g comrr ty disposal ar 
ration of the International Wheat Agreement Personne mwaitiacili-g peas 
we onat . i COMMODITY OFFICES 
e Commodity Stabilization Ser e wou be utilized in adn BOSTON, MASS. 
tion of Commodity Credit Corporat k rar CHICAGO, Heb 
DALLAS, TEX 
KANSAS CITY, MO 
€ or r ie sve heretofore been performed by the MINNEAPOLIS, MINN 
e functic and activit re fore t perform by NEW ORLEANS, LA 
Pr action and Marketing Administrat PORTLAND, 


Here was our proposal for those functions of the Production and 
Marketing Administration not transferred to the Agricultural Mar- 
keting Service or other agencies. We proposed that this be called the 
C ommodity Stabilization Service. In this we have made few changes. 
It is about as it was before, with those 4 activities that I showed you 
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on the old organization chart in the 4 colors taken out. We were 
proposing to have in here the production work and the price-support 
work, which is now conducted largely by the Commodity Credit Cor- 
poration, and that this service would operate about as it did before, 
except for those activities that were taken out. 

And then we showed the Washington organization of the old Soil 
Conservation Service. We spent no time in discussing it, but went on 
to our proposed organization of the Soil Conservation Service, and 
this [indicating] is identical with the chart that you have before you 
on the Soil Conservation Service. 
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In this we explained that the move that we were proposing was the 
elimination of the seven regional offices of the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice, so that the line of authority would run from the Administrator of 
the Soil Conservation Service in Washington to the State soil con- 
servationists. 

The State conservationists would have the responsibility for the 
Soil Conservation Service program within their States. We felt that 
they had not played so important a role in the management of the soil 
conservation program in the past as they should and as they were per- 
fectly capable of playing. Because they are on the firing line in the 
States we believed they would be able to do a better job than could 
be done by the regional offices operating at a distance. I will go into 
this a little more later. 

Below the State offices, we have the area conservationists, and I 
would like to explain here that each State has been divided into a num- 
ber of areas with an area conservationist in charge of the staff, and then 
there is the work unit. This is the identical chart we showed the other 
committees. 
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I think that, Mr. Chairman, completes the charts. I would now like 
to go back to my testimony. 

Mr. Karsren. Were any further charts issued on the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service after this one? 

Mr. Coxe. Not by the Secretary’s office, no. We do have more de- 
tailed charts which you will have before you in which we have set out 
the type of organization that we are now putting into e fect. 

Mr. Karsten. When were those charts issued ? 

Mr. Coxe. May I check my dates ? 

Mr. Benper. I suggest that Secretary Benson sit with Mr. Coke. 
There may be some questions from the members of the committee. 

Mr. Coxe. November 5 was the date of the issuance. We will be 
distributing this to you ina little while. 

Mr. Karsren. You are going to cover that in your prepared dis- 
cussion ¢ 


Mr. Coxe. Yes. we will cover that. 
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 


Now we come to the reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service. 
The rest of my statement will relate to that subject. Before taking 
up the chart which is now before you showing the proposed reorgani- 
zation of the Soil Conservation Service, I would lke to go back and 
review briefly the history of the Soil Conservation Service and its or- 
ganization prior to November 2. 

On April 27, 1935, and in accordance with the provisions of an act 
of Congress of that date, the Soil Conservation Service was established 
in the Department of Agriculture. It included the activities formerly 
conducted by the Soil Erosion Service transferred to the Department 
of Agriculture from the Department of the Interior on March 25, 1935. 
The act of April 27, 1935, is the basic authority under which the Soil 
Conservation Service still operates, and now constitutes the first six 
sections of the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act. 

The basic act was drawn in broad general language which author- 
ized cooperation with other agencies and persons. It was determined 
at an early date to administer the act in cooperation with State instru- 
mentalities. To that end a standard State soil conservation districts 
law was drafted indicating the character of State legislation which 
would make State instrumentalities eligible for the benefits of the 
Federal act. Many of the States passed such laws promptly and at 
present all States, Territories, and possessions have such laws. 

If the committee is interested in having it, we can furnish for the 
record a list of these laws. There are many variations in the pro- 
visions of these laws but most of them follow closely the suggested 
standard law. We can supplement our list of the laws by notations 
of the respects in which each may differ from the standard law. It 
may also be of interest to the committee to have for the record a copy 
of the standard law. 

Basically, the activities of the Soil Conservation Service are carried 
out by cooperating with soil conservation districts. These districts 
are organized under and pursuant to the laws of the several States. 
There are presently—October 1—2,574 of these districts, including 21 
not strictly soil conservation districts. New ones are or and 
added from time to time, 25 having been created since July 1 , 1953. 
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The Department of Agriculture assists these soil conservation districts 
pursuant to basic memorandums of understanding entered into be- 
tween the Secretary of Agriculture and each district. The Soil Con- 
servation Service enters into a supplemental memorandum of under- 
standing with each district outlining the particular assistance it will 
receive. Other agencies in the Department may also enter into sup- 
plemental memor ‘andums of unde rstanding with reference to any @s- 
sistance that they may render to the districts. Copies of the forms of 
the basic and supplemental memorandums of understanding will be 
submitted for the record if the committee wishes to have them. 

The soil conservation districts are local, self-governing bodies 
created and operated under and subject to the laws of the several 
States. They receive no Federal moneys. All of the States except one 
have appropriated funds for carrying out a soil conservation district 
program. In many cases funds, ‘supplies, materials, and equipment 
are also provided by the counties. Each of the soil conservation dis- 
tricts has a governing body composed of local people elected or ap- 
po in accord: ance with State laws. These loc ‘ally governed dis- 

tricts are the instrumentalities through which soil conservation assist- 

ance is furnished to the farms. In many cases the boundaries of a dis- 
trict coincide with the boundaries of a county. In other cases, how- 
ever, districts are organized along watershed or other boundaries. 
Most of the districts maintain an office. Membership on the district 
governing body is not a full-time job, and the members serve without 
compensation. 

When a farmer wishes assistance on a soil conservation problem, he 
contacts the office of his soil conservation district. That office in turn 
arranges for technical assistance. It is at this point that the Federal 
program comes into operation. The function of the Federal Govern- 
ment is to furnish technical advice and assistance to the districts and 
through the district to the farmer in surveying conservation problems 
on individual farms, in preparing conservation plans to meet the 
needs, and in carrying out those plans. Supervision of this work 
has been exercised through : a Washington office and regional and State 
offices, maintained and financed by ‘the Department “of Agriculture. 

When soil conservation activities were tr: ansferred to the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in 1935, the work consisted principally of estab- 
lishing and carrying out soil erosion demonstration projects, admin- 
istering Civilian Conservation Corps camps engaged in conservation 
work, and carrying on a national reconnaissance survey of erosion 
damage. There were no regional offices. All activities were handled 
directly from a central W ashington office, with local supervisors in 
charge of demonstration projects. 

After the establishment of the Soil Conservation Service in the 
Department of Agriculture, operations increased rapidly. The num- 
ber of demonstration projects increased from about 40 to a peak of 140, 
From some 50 CCC camps, the number rose to about 500, with a total 
of about 100,000 enrollees. In addition, about 30,000 relief workers 
were employed by the fall of 1935. 

With the sharp increase in activities, it became impossible satis- 
factorily to administer the program directly from Washington. 
Regonal offices, rather than State offices, were first established. Eleven 
regional offices were set up between July and December 1935. These 
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regional offices were established at the time because the Soil Con- 
servation Service was engaged 1h direct operations on a very large 
scale. This required closer supervision than could be given clirect 
from Washington. At the same time, the entire program was new 
and m ny problems had to be solved. The science of soll conservation 
was initsinfaney. Technical problems had to be studied and methods 
developed for meeting them. A working force had to be recruited 
and trained. There were relatively few competent technicians in this 
field. and their services had to be made available over as large an 
area as possible. All these considerations indicated the desirability 
of establishing regional offices to meet the problems and conditions 
then prevailing. 

As soil-conservation districts were established under State laws, 
the work of the Federal agency as transformed from one largely con- 
nected with demonstration projects and the Civilian Conservation 
Corps program to the job of assisting soil conservation districts. 
During World War II the Civilian Conservation Corps program was 
terminated. 

The regional offices continued to have clirect administrative respon- 
sibility for all of the work within the States until the office of State 
conservationist was set up in 1942. These offices were established 
because it proved very difficult to supervise local operations from the 
regional offices. There was need for an official at the State level who 
would have the direct administrative responsibility for the program 
within the State. While there was a position in the States from 
1935 to 1942, known as State coordinator, the coordinator had no 
administrative responsibility for the operations program within the 
state. 

In 1942, the vear in which the State offices were established, the 
number of regional offices of the Soil Conservation Service was reduced 
toseven. The number has remained the same since then. 

Mr. Founrarxn. How many were there before / 

Mr. Coxe. Kleven. 

The present organization of the Soil Conservation Service has 
developed in the manner just described. Following are some statistics 
about the number of personnel, in terms of man-years, at various 
levels in the Soil Conservation Service. In the Washineton office 
there are 194 people. In the 7 regional offices there are S70: in the 50 
State and Territorial offices, 441. Of the Washington office staff, 10 
are on the veneral administration staff: 83 on the technical staff, 77 on 
the business staff, and 24 on the information staff. Of the regional 
offices staffs, 24 are on general administration staffs, 448 on technical 
staffs, and 398 on business staffs. Of the State office staffs, 173 are on 
general administration staffs, and 268 on business staffs. 

Further detail regarding the present personnel of the Soil Con- 
servation Service can be furnished in such form and to such extent 
as the committee may desire. 

At the present time the Soil Conservation Service has no direct 
operations program except to a limited extent in connection with 
certain flood prevention and watershed protection projects. In this 
respect it is entirely different from what it was when originally estab- 
lished at which time practically all of its functions consisted of direct 
operations. The responsibilities in connection with Civilian Con- 
servation Corps ended long ago. The management of publicly owned 
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lands administered under ticle III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act has been transferred by the present reorganiz ition to the 
Forest Service, and soil-conservation research, except investigations 
required for the national soil survey, has been transferred to the Agri- 
cultural Research Service. The Soil Conservation Service 1s now 
engaged primarily in providing assistance to farmers organized into 
local soil-conservation districts. Those districts are organized and 
maintained under State laws. Thus, the situation differs substantially 
from what it was when the regional offices were set up. The cireum 
stances which were primarily responsible for the establishment of 
those offices no longer exist. 

Mr. Karsten. Was not the original intent to assist the farmers in 
soil conservation’ Is not the program being carried on under the new 
administration the same as it was In the past ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Karsren. Your statement is not clear here. You say: 

The Soil Conservation Service is now engaged primarily in providing assistance 
to farmers organized into local soil conservation districts. 

Was not that the intent way back in 19357 

secretary Benson. There were no soil-conservation districts then. 

Mr. Karsten. What was the intent’ It is my impression the intent 
back in 1935 was an intent of soil conservation. 

Mr. Coxr. In 1935 you had the CC( 

Mr. Karsren. You had other activities, but as far as vour soil- 
conservation thread running through this thine, that would still be 
constant, I think today as much as it was then. 

Mr. Coxe. In the early days, of course, they did not have the soil- 
conservation districts, as I pointed out. After the laws were passed 
that set the districts up the Soil Conservation Service started operating 
through them. Since that time there has been no change. It is still 
operating as I said, through the soil conservation district associations. 

Mr. Benper. In this statement here do you have a comparison of 
the present plan with the old plan as to the number of employees 
involved ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. Yes. 

Mr. Fountain. You say: 

The circumstances which were primarily responsible for the establishment of 
those offices no longer exist. 

Do I understand that under the present reorganization proposal you 
will not furnish the services on the State level that have been furnished 
by the regional offices 

Mr. Coxe. No. We are furnishing those services and if you will 
let me proceed with this I will be able to explain that to you. ~ 

Mr. Founrarn. There is still the necessity to furnish the services 
which were furnished by the regional oflices ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

In our study we had before us the Appropriations Committee re- 
ports on the Department of Agriculture appropriation bill, 1954. The 
House committee (H. Rept. No. 422, 83d Cong., Ist sess.) in discussing 
the Soil Conservation Service said: 

The committee suggests that the Secretary make a special study of the need 
to continue the regional offices of this organization. Savings which might be 
developed from such a study should be utilized for the employment of additional 
technicians in the field (p. 10). 
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The Senate committee (Rept. No. 382, 83d Cong., 1st sess.) said: 


The committee agrees with the recommendation of the House that a study 
be made of the need to continue the regional offices of the Soil Conservation 
Service, with the application of the savings which might be developed for the 
employment of additional technicians in the field (p. 11). 

Next let us look at the chart showing the proposed reorganization of 
the Soil Conservation Service which is before you. As I stated before, 
this is the identical chart which I used in presenting this matter to the 
House and Senate Agriculture and Agriculture ar are Com- 
mittees, before the public announcement of October 13. If you will 
compare this large chart with the small chart prev bai distributed 
to you and bearing date of October 22, 1953, you will observe that the 
two are identical. 

I believe that I have gone into considerable detail in explaining to 
you the organization of the Soil Conservation Service as presented at 
that time to the other committees. 

Mr. Karsten. That was on October 15? 

Mr. Coxe. It was on different days during the early part of October. 

To recapitulate, the changes which were effected by the reorganiza- 
tion of the Soil Conservation Service are as follows: 

Transfers from other agencies into the Soil Conservation Service: 
None. 

Transfers from the Soil Conservation Service to other agencies 
within the Department: Soil-conservation research to Agricultural 
Research Service. 

The management of publicy owned lands administered under title 
III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act to the Forest Service. 

Changes within the Soil Conservation Service: State offices en- 
larged and strengthened. 

Regional offices discontinued. 

Technical and other services formerly rendered through the regional 
offices transferred in part to the State offices and in part to the Wash- 
ington office. 

REASONS FOR CHANGES 


We believe that all of these ch: anges W il] permit more efficient opera- 
tions. The transfer of soil-conservation research from the Soil Con- 
servation Service to the Agricultural Research Service was in con- 
formity with the plan of concentrating production and utilization 
research in one agency. This transfer will permit soil- and water- 
conservation research to be coordinated with related research now 
being performed in the Agricultural Research Service. The Agri- 
cultural Research Service is the appropriate agency for this type of 
research. The research work transferred consists of studies of 
watershed hydrology, sedimentation of streams and reservoirs, design 
and hydraulics of conservation structures, economic aspects of soil- 
and water-conservation practices, the engineering phases of irrigation 
and drainage, and irrigation organizations including customs, laws, 
and operating procedures. 

Investigations necessary to soil classification in connection with the 
nationwide soil-survey program remain in the Soil Conservation 
Service. 

The management of publicly owned lands administered under title 
III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act was transferred from 
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the Soil Conservation Service to the Forest Service in conformity 
with the plan to place the responsibility for administration of all fed- 
erally owned land under the jurisdiction of the Department in a single 
agency. The Forest Service, being charged with the responsibility of 
administering most of the publicly owned land under this Depart- 
ment’s jurisdiction, was the logical et to perform these cay tions. 
The Forest Service had previously been given responsibility for ad- 
ministering a portion of these lands. The lands transferred by this 
reorganization are comprised of 368,491 acres under long-term lease 
to the States; 5,005,090 acres leased to local agencies, and 1,901,423 
acres administered by the Soil Conservation Service—a total of 
7,275,004 acres. 


DISCONTINUANCE OF REGIONAL OFFICES 


The discontinuance of the regional offices is the one change on which 
opposition to the reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service has 
largely centered. It was our conclusion, after thorough study of the 
problem, that the maintenance of both State and regional offices in- 
volved unnecessary duplication. It is clear that a program of the mag- 
nitude and importance of the Soil Conservation Service could not be 
carried out directly from Washington. Adequate performance of the 
functions of the Service requires the maintenance of field offices. It 
was our conclusion that, if the State offices were strengthened by trans- 
ferring to them some of the functions of the regional offices, more 
efficient administration could be effected by discontinuing the regional 
offices without in any way diminishing the effectiveness of the 
program. 

The basic units in the performance of the soil-conservation func- 
tions are the soil-conservation districts which are organized and main- 
tained under the varied laws of the several States. Therefore, State 
offices are the appropriate means for carrying out the Federal func- 
tions and responsibilities in this program of soil conservation. With 
adequate personnel and funds available to them, the State offices, 
with such leadership and assistance as they may need from the Wash- 
ington office, will be in a sound position to render direct, effective, 
and eflicient assistance to the soil-conservation districts. The discon- 
tinuance of the regional offices is in conformity with the requirement 
of section 4 (c) of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953 that “in carry- 
ing out subsection (a) of this section, the Secretary shall seek * * * 
to place the administration of farm programs close to the State and 
local levels * * *.” 

Mr. Karsten. At that point, you are transferring some of the 
functions to Washington, are you not? 

Mr. Coxe. We are transferring by far the greater part of the 
functions to the State offices. 

Mr. Karsten. But you are moving some to Washington that were 
formerly in the regional offices? 

Mr. Coxe. We are strengthening some of the supervisional and 
technical services in the Washington office, but the administration of 
the program, with more responsibility, is being pushed to the States. 

Mr. Fountarn. You are dividing up the work of the 7 regional 
offices between 48 or 50 State offices and the office in Washington’ 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 
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Mr. Founrarn. So that if you have to call people in for consulta- 
tion, instead of calling in 7, or people from 7 regional offices, you call 
them in from 50 offices ? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes, except if you called them from 7 you still would 
have to call them from the 50. 

Mr. Horrman. In view of the question just asked by the gentleman 
from Missouri, why should you not tell us just what functions have 
bee} enemas from the States to the Federal Government and 
which have been transferred back to the States and local communities? 
Will you give us that information after you finish with this? 

Mr. Coker. Yes, sir 

This action was also in conformity with the following principle 
express d inthe Report of the Hoover Commission on the Department 
of Agriculture: 

In view of the widespread activities of the State governments in agriculture, 
the Commission recommends that, except in the most unusual circumstances, 
activities that are services to individual farmers should be administered in the 
field by departmental employees through offices based on the States as units. 

Mr. Karsren. Are we to assume this has the Hoover Commission 
label of approy al? 

Mr. Coxr. No, sir 

Mr. Karsren. It does or does not ¢ 

Mr. CoKkr. We are talking about th ie old Hoover & ommission and 
naturally they could not approve it because it did not exist at that 


time. We did discuss it with some members of the former Hoover 
Commission. 

Mr. Karsten. The Hoover Commission made certain recommenda- 
tions. I wondered if this particular item is from the majority report 


of that Commission ? 

Mr. Coxr. The quotation which I read is one of the Hoover Com- 
mission recommendations. 

Mr. Karsren. I am talking about the plan. 

Mr. Coxr. There is a new Hoover Commission now. 

Mr. Karsten. You do not follow me. The Hoover Commission 
made certain recommendations, some of which have been adopted. 
Does your reorganization plan conform to the recommendations of 
the Hoover Commission ? 

Mr. Benpver. The old Hoover Commission. 

Mr. Karsten. Yes. the old Hoover Commission. 

Mr. Coxe. You see, you had an agricultural task force of the 
Hoover Commission. 

Mr. Karsten. I am talking about the majority report of the Hoover 
Commission. 

Mr. Coxe. The majority report ? 

Mr. Karsten. Yes. 

Mr. Coxe. Well, I would say that we are, following the recom- 
mendation of the Hoover Commission, because this st :tement I just 
read to you says we should get this back on a State level, and that is 
what we are doing. Mr. Hoover and Mr. Fleming both 

Mr. Karsten. They were individual members, and the Commission 
submitted a majority report. Is this in agreement with the majority 
report ? 
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Mr. Benner. At this point, if I may, I would like to alert all inter 
ested persons that we plan to recess at 12 o'clock promptly and resume 
again at 2 o’clock, if that is satisfactory. 

Mr. Porr. Of course no part of the plan is in conflict with any 
recommendation made by the Hoover Commission ? 

Mr. Coxr. No, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Karsten obtained from Mr. Coke the statement 
that some functions previously in the States had been transferred to 
the Federal Government : Is that not correct ¢ 

Mr. Karsren. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. On page 18 you say you believe in decentralization. 
Why should we not get a statement of the functions transferred from 
the States to the Federal Government and the other way around ? 

Mr. Karsten. The witness will furnish that. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you intend to furnish a statement of the fun¢ 
tions that have been transferred from the States to the Federal Gov 
ernment and those transferred back to the States 4 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Karsten. And the ones transferred back to Washington would 
seem to be in conflict with the Hoover Commission report. 

Mr. COKE. We see no conflict at all. 

Mr. Benver. That is covered in your statement / 

Mr. Coxe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. Prior to the adoption of reorganization le gvislation 
Which would enable the President to send down legislation similar 
to this. this matter would have come before a proper committee of 
the House in the form of a bill; would it not ? 

Mr. Karsten. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. And all these issues would have been threshed out 
then. 

Mr. Karsten. They would have been debated in committee and 
later on the floor. 

Mr. Horrman. First in committee and later on the floor. 

Mr. Karsten. That would have followed the Hoffman theory of 
reorganization. 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. What you are doing is vomnge back — the 
thing has become a law and arguing as to the advisability of is 
that right ¢ 

Mr. Founrarx. And as to the advisability of Congress changing 
it if it is not right. 

Mr. Horrman. Of course, what you did under the plan you gen 
tlemen supported, you gave the P resident authority to put in effect 
a reorganization plan. Now you are finding fault because it is not 
what you wanted it to be. 

Mr. Benper. What we are doing, we are endeavoring to answer 
questions projected as the result of the announcement of this plan 
and the invoking of this plan, in order to give light. We are not 
criticizing. 

Mr. Horrman. To give light, yes. But what we are doing, as I 
understand it now, you say not criticizing, but we are trying to learn 
the suitability and effectiveness of the plan which we authorized him 
to write. 
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Mr. Karsten. We are holding a post mortem. 

Mr. Horrman. An autopsy. 

Mr. Benper. I would not say that. I think that is language that 

s Inappropriate. What we are endeavoring to do is to discover what 
this plan is doing and what os purpose is and how it 1s working. 

Mr. Horrman. Even when it has only been in effect since Novem- 
ber 2. I am not finding any fault with the plan. I was just calling 
attention to the fact that we are now trying to do what we should 

iave done before the matter became law. 

Mr. Benper. Well, at least we are doing it now. 

Mr. Horrman. After the horse is dead. 

Mr. By NDER. The horse is not dead. J believe he is very much 
alive. 

Mr. Horrman. You have him up on his feet, maybe. I want to give 
the Secretary an opportunity to see how it works before I start yelling. 

Mr. Benner. We are not yelling. We want to bring out the facts 
and see if it is right or wrong. Certainly the country is entitled to 
a clear view of what is being done. 

Mr. Coxe. While the Hoover Commission’s report did not deal 
specifically with the regional offices of the Soil Conservation Service, 
the quotation above indicates that the Commission favored organiza- 
tion on a State rather than a regional basis for the administration of 
direct services to farmers. 

However much it may be obscured by collateral issues, the funda- 
mental issue in respect to the regional offices is that of centralization 
versus decentralization of the administration of farm programs. 
Chere are those who believe that the administration of farm programs 
wine be carried out from Washington. ‘The regional offices, as arms 
of Washington, represent centralization rather than decentralization. 
We be Shae in decentralization. The discontinuance of the regional 
offices and the strengthening of the State offices constitutes decen- 
tralization. Through State offices which under the reorganization 
will report direct to Washington rather than through regional offices, 
the farmers will have a greater voice in the development and carrying 
out of the program of the Soil Conservation Service. With the re- 
sponsibility for the program in the State conservationist, direction 
of activities within the States will be more responsive to local needs. 
By putting the technical control under the State SCS office, the pro- 
gram will be more closely alined with soil conditions within the State 
and better adapted to the livestock and cropping pattern. 


PERFORMANCE OF TECHNICAL SERVICES 


The chart to which we have previously referred outlining the pro- 
posed reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service did not go into 
detail with respect to the performance of functions. At the time of 
the public announcement of October 13 these details were still in the 
process of development. Several alternative proposals had been under 
consideration and final decisions, as was true with respect to other 
provisions of the overall reorganization, had not been concluded when 
the public announcement was issued on October 413. The purpose of 
the public announcement was to elicit criticisms and suggestions and 
final decisions were de ferred for the purpose of considering all sug- 
gestions and recommendations that might be received. These details 
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were developed in large part »y October 27, on which date the explana- 
tion of the reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service was issued. 
‘That is one of the documents that was distributed to the committee 
at the beginning of this hearing. 

Shortly after the reorganization was made effective on November 2, 
a revised and more detailed chart of the Soil Conservation Service 
was issued. This chart was in 2 parts, 1 relating to the Washington 
office and the other relating to the State offices, Copies of these will 
now be distributed to your committee. 

(The charts referred to are herewith inserted. ) 

Mr. Coxe. I believe these charts will assist you in following the 
explanation that I shall now make as to the manner in which technical 
services will be performed under the reorganization, comparing them 
with the equivalent functions as performed heretofore through the 
regional offices. 

Mr. Karsten. Before we leave these charts— 

Mr. Coxe. I am not leaving them; I am explaining them. 

Mr. Karsten. I notice they are dated November 5. I wonder why 
that was not issued on the 2d. Was this issued after the plan had 
gone into effect ? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Karsten. After the plan went into effect. 

Mr. Coxe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Karsten. You had not developed even the information before 
this date ? 

Mr. Coxe. That was under process of development. 

Mr. Karsten. But you did issue the plan before you had the final 
idea, and that is this? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes. 

Mr. Karsren. Is that correct? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes. 

Mr. Porr. The master chart had been compiled by the Department 
before November 2; had it not‘ 

Mr. Coxe. The master chart was the one we showed to the com- 
mittees starting with Congressman Hope and down the line. We 
were working on that basis and that was the part that was included 
in the reorganization plan plus these shifts out of SCS that I ex 
plained to you. This was a detailed chart that could not be developed 
until after we had the suggestions coming in to do this job. 

Mr. Karsten. You had the suggestions sufficient to organize the 
plan of November 2, and this chart is apparently issued after that date. 

Mr. Coxe. May I defer that and go on and I believe I will cover 
that? 

Mr. Karsten. Yes. 

Mr. Coxe. The new organization provides for the continuation of 
all technical functions in the Soil Conservation Service. In the past, 
technical leadership was centered largely in the regional offices. Now, 
that regional function is divided between the W ‘ashington office and 
the State offices. The technical specialists belowe the State-office level 
are not affected by the reorganization. 

With more responsibility for technical leadership now centered in 
the Washington office, there will be some strengthening of the techni- 

cal staff at the national level. This will continue to be a balanced staff 
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with specialists in soils, agronomy, range, forestry, biology, planting 
iaterials, engineering, hydrology, sedimentation. infiltr: ation, farm 
and ranch planning, ¢ onservation needs, and w: atershed planning. 

The technical functions formerly in the —— offices will be 
handled in three ways. Some functions will be placed in the State 
offices. some will be continued in a manner similar to the past, and 
some will be dispersed over groups of States. 

In most State offices there will be a three-man technical staff for 
program services. That staff will consist of a conse rvation engineer, A 
soil conservationist, and State soil scientist. This staff will be respon- 

sible for the application of State policy and standards in (1) all phases 
of a complete soil and water conservation program, inc luding agron- 
omy, biology, forestry, range, agricultural engineering, irrigation 
and drainage operations, including design and construction, soil 
survey operations, interpretation, and correlation and classification ; 
farm and ranch planning and action procedures; (3) the establish- 
ment and maintenance of a conservation needs inventory, the record- 
ing of accomplishments and the analyzing of this information for pro- 
gram use, and (4) watershed planning and construction. 

Seven field units will be maintained to carry out cartographic fune- 
tions and watershed Sood prevention engineering and planning func- 
tions. Instead of being part of a regional office, these units will be 
attire hed to the W ashingtor office. The seven cartographic labora 
tories will serve the ecartog! aphic needs of the various State programs 
The seven engineering and planning units will provide engineering 
design and watershed planning services to the flood prevention and 


watershed programs in the States. These units will be staffed with 
specialists in hydrology, sedimentation, geology, economics, engineer- 


ing design, irrigation, drainage, construction, and watershed planning. 
These units will, with one exception, be located with the cartographic 
laboratories so that cartographic facilities will be readily available 
tor the reproduction of maps, structural designs, and other engineer- 
ing data. 

The plant technology functions will be located so as to serve groups 
of States and the technical staff will be atts ached to the Washington 
office. The staff will consist of field specialists in agronomy, range, 
planting materials, forestry, and biology. The States will be grouped 
into five natural agricultural areas—Northeast, Southeast, Corn Belt, 
sgn Plains, and West. The specialists will be located at apprep ri- 

points within each area from which they can best furnish high- 
= ‘vel technical guidance and work and serve in problem areas covering 
more than one State. 

Mr. Karsten. At that point, are you going to set up 5 new offices 
in these 5 areas ? 

Mr. Coxe. We have not made the decision where they will be set up. 

Mr. Karsten. Will they be in Washington ? 

Mr. Coxr. No; they will not be in Washington. 

Mr. Karsten. They will be in the nature of regional offices / 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

This arrangement provides for a high degree of flexibility in provid- 
ing these services. In the past, these services were performed by 
seven groups of specialists. We believe the service can be effective 
with five groups, which permits some savings. 
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Soil correlation and research liaison functions will be handled on 
the basis of groups of States in a manner similar to the plant tech 
nology functions. 

Under the old organization, the technical staff and their clerical 
help in the regional oflices totaled 448 man vears. By dividing the 
regional technical functions between the Washington and State offices 
in the manner just described, it appears that the same functions can 
be performed with approximately 360 man-vears of technical sta fl 
and their clerical help. Therefore, a saving of 88 man-vears of techni 
cal staff and their clerical help is anticipated as a result of reorgan- 
ization. These changes are tabulated as ieee 


Technical Staff (In Man-Years) 


OLD ORGANIZATION NEW ORGANIZATION 
Washington 83 | Washington 43 
Regional 448 | Field i34 
State : State J16 

Total 531 Total 143 


Difference, SS, 


Mr. Karsren. Under this new program you gerd you are gots ig to be 
able to improve and render better onservation service to the farmers 
with less employees / 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Karsten. That would indicate you are probably finding some 
deadwood in there: is that right 

Mr. Coxe. At least we think we can do a better job in this way. 

Mr. Porr. It would appear from these figures that the net sav ngs 
will be 88 man-years. It would further appear that the total addi 
tional streneth in Washington will be 10 and the total additional 
strength on the State level will be 216, whieh I think is a pretty 
satisfac tory answer to the questions that have gone before. 

Mr. Coker. May I point out this is technical staff. 

Mr. Fountain. Will those 216 on the State level be responsible to 
the office in Washington or to the State conservationist / 

Mr. Coxe. To the State conservationist. 

Mr. Founraryn. And the office in Washington will in no way tell 
them what to do but simply make suggestions / 

Mr. Coxe. They are under the supervision of the Washington office. 
After all, that is the responsibility of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. Fountain. Then they are responsible to the Department of 
Agriculture and to the State office ? 

Mr. Coxe. They are responsible to the Washington office through the 
State offices. 

Mr. Founrarn. But they are hired and fired by the State office 7 

Mr. Coxe. In any organization you delegate responsibility, and the 
State offices will have responsibility for the maintenance of the staff, 
always under the supervision of the Washington office. 

Mr. Fountain. Will the State office in and of itself have the privi 
lege and responsibility of hiring and firing these 216 people assigned 
to the State offices / 

Mr. Coxe. That will depend on the delegation of authority which 
has not been worked out yet. 

Mr. Karsten. Your plan has not been completely developed / 
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Mr. Coxe. No,sir. Itisstillin the process of development. 

Mr. Karsten. And that, in my opinion, is the reason for all the 
contusion. 

Mr. Porr. Is it not more correct to say the plan in now in the 

mplementi o stage ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. You are correct. On October 13 we issued a proposed 
plan. On November 2 we said, “The plant is in effect,” but the 
Secretary also said at that time, “It will take some time before we 
can implement it.” We are now in the process of implementing the 
reorganization. It is not complete by any means. 

Mr. Horrman. What we are interested in in the Fourth District 
of Michigan, and we have had a number of meetings, is whether this 
is bringing centralization of power in Washington. That chart that 
shows 88 man-vears of savings has to do with the technical staff and 
where they are located. It does not have anything to do, as I read 
it, with the transfer of functions. What the gentleman from Missouri 
wants to know, I believe, and what I want to know, is what functions 
are being transferred to Washington and the opposite. Is that right? 

Mr. Karsten. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. What decisions that formerly were made by the 
states are now made in Washington and vice versa ? . 

Mr. Coxe. Nothing has been moved from the States to Washington. 
Let us make that clear. 

Mr. Benper. At this point we will recess until 2 o’clock this after- 
noon. 

Thereupon at 12:05 p. m. a recess was taken until 2 p. m.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The subcommittee reconvened at 2 p. m., pursuant to recess.) 
Mr. Benper. The subcommittee will come to order, please. 


Proceed. Mr. Coke. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF J. EARL COKE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Coxe. In this morning’s discussion Congressman Hoffman 
raised a point which I do not think we clarified sufficiently, in which 
he spoke about the State offices. I think there has been considerable 
confusion when we talk about State offices as to what we are referring 
to. We are referring here only to the organization of the Federal 
agency. It is the Federal office of the Soil Conservation Service 
located in the State. 

We have, of course, no jurisdiction over any office of any State and, 
therefore, no functions whatsoever of the State governments are being 
transfered to the Federal Government. Our relationships, then, with 
the soil conservation districts, which are set up under State law, are 
contractual relationships in working together in trying to do a par- 
ticular job. 

Now, the functions that we have been carrying on are provided for. 
The level at which they are to be carried on naturally depends upon 
the budget, and, of course, that is up to the Congress. 

We have some figures here as to the man-years for the administra- 
tive, technical, and business activities in the Washington office, in the 
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regions, in the field oflices, and in the States. These do not include, 
of course, the area offices within the States or the work units, because 
those are not affected by this reorganization. 

In the Washington office for administrative work, under the old 
setup, there were 10 man-years. We contemplate 8 man-years under 
our reorganization. 

Also for administration in the regional offices in the old setup, there 
were 24 man-years. Under our reorganization none is contemplated. 

In administration, so far as the field staff is concerned, there are 
none either under the old setup or the new. 

In the State offices for administration, under the past organization, 
there were 175. At present we contemplate 189. 

That, then, totals for the Washington office and down to and includ- 
ing the State offices, 207 man-years for administration as compared 
with 197 man-years for the new organization. 

I gave you the figures for the technical staff this morning. Unless 
you Wish me to repeat them at this time, we will let that go. 

So far as the business end is concerned—that is, the accounting, the 
budget, finance, and personnel—under the past organization in the 
Washington office there were 79 man-years. We estimate 100 man 
years, or an increase. 

In the regions there were 398 man-years for these business opera 
tions. With the abolishment of the regional offices, we will, of course, 
have no man-years in the regions for business operations. 

For the field staff under the old system, there were, of course, no 
man-years; under our new system we estimate there will be 9 man 
years. 

For the State offices for business operations there were 268 under 
the old organization. We estimate 609. 

This gives a total for the business operations of the Soil Conserva 
tion Service, under the past organization, of 745 man-years, as com 
pared with 718 man-years, or a reduction. 

Totaling all of this together—the administration, the technical, and 
business operations—for the Washington office down through and i 
cluding the States, under the past program there were 1.483 man-veat 
We are estimating 1,358. 

Mr. Fountarn. They are Federal employees / 

Mr. COKE. These are all Feder al enip loyees. The only thing we 
are talking about is Federal employees, except where we have a rela 
tionship with the soil conservation districts. 

Mr. Karsten. Will that be a reduction of 125 employees / 

Mr. Coxe. That would be a reduction of 125, 1f our arithmetic is 
right. 

Mr. Karsten. Of that 125, 88 would be technical employees who are 
being released ? 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Karsten. And the remainder would be your business and pro 
fessional offices workers ? 

Mr. Coxe. Correct. 

Mr. Founrarn. Right at that point I would like to ask you this: 
What would be the reduction, if any, in the cost of operations / 

Mr. Coxe. I cannot tell you that figure at the present time. 

Mr. Fountatn. In other words, you have not gone far enough to 
know whether or not you would actually end up with an economy. 
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Mr. Coxe. We are sure there will be, but I cannot give you the 
fivures. . 

Mr. Karsren. Is it a fact that these figures you quote are conclusive? 
Would they be subject to change? Maybe tomorrow you will find 
out you are going to need these 88 technicians. ; 

Mr. Coxe. No; we think these figures are pre ity firm. There might 
be an adjustment one way or another, slightly, but that is about it. 

[t is our opinion that the technical staff provided in the new organ- 
ization can service the soil- and water-conservation program more ef- 
fectively than the larger staff in the old organization. IT am talking 
now about the reduction of 88 in the technical staff. If it should de- 
velop that a larger technical staff is needed to strengthen this service to 
the program, additional staff can be added in the new pattern of or- 
vanization. 

Mr. KARsTEN. If tl iat 1s done you might wind up, concelv: ably, with 
the same number of employees under the new program. 

Mr. Coxe. In time. Actually, this, like any other governmental 
rganization, is subject to growth. It would be our hope that over a 
De riod of time that m: uybe we can see the necessity for growth not only 
here but in other activities, but we want to be aw fully sure of ourselves, 

You will note that the organization chart is dated November 5, 1953. 
November 5 is the date it was signed. I am referring to this large 
organization chart of SCS. Material relating to the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service, which was mailed to the supervisors of all soil conserva- 
tion districts under date of October 27, 1953, was referred to earlier. 
Included in that material was an explanation of the technical staff 
that would be provided in the new organization. That explanation 
was based on the detailed information shown in the November 5 chart. 

The chart dated October 22, which was also part of the material] 
ent to the supervisors of soil conservation districts, did not show 
detailed information. In fact, all of the details had not been finally 
determined when the October 22 chart was prepared, That chart was 
. reproduction of the large chart which I had used in explaining the 
reorganization proposal to Members of Congress and others, begin 
ning with the meeting with the chairman of the House Agriculture 
Committee on September 18. Details of the reorg ranization were in 
i. fluid condition both before and after the intention to reorganize 

as announced on October 13. 


AREA OFFICERS NOT AFFECTED RY REORGANIZATION 


] 


Lhe offices directly below the State conservationist are called area 
offices and are supervised by area conservationists. These officers are 
not a part of this reorganization. Each area office serves a number of 
soil conservation districts. The primary responsibility of the area 
offices is the efficient management of field activities which contribute 
to getting more conservation work applied on the land. 

The area offices were established in March 1952. They took the 
place ofr the district conservationist offices, then numbering 527. The 
1954 budget provides for 356 area conservationist positions. By en- 
larging the geographic area served, it was thus possible to decrease 
substantially the number of offices at this level. A continuing study is 
being made to determine whether the area served by those offices can 
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be enlarged still further and a larger percentage of our funds and 
staff allocated to work units and direct technical assistance. 

This reorganization does not affect in any manner the work unit 
level of the Soil Conservation Service. It is at the work unit level 
that technical assistance is furnished to farmers through their soil- 
conservation district. 


MEETING OF STATE CONSERVATIONISTS 


The heads of the State offices of the Soil Conservation Service were 
called to a meeting in Washington beginning November 16. ‘The 
purpose of the meeting was to obtain the help of all State conserva- 
tionists in the development of procedures to make effective the re- 
organization of the Soi il Conservation Service. Since the functions 
and responsibilities of the State offices were being See by the 
reorganization, it was important that the State office heads fully 
understand their new duties and responsibilities ¢ and advise ‘as Wash- 
ington office as to the best means of putting into operation the new 
organization. At the meetine committees of State conservationists 
were appointed and these committees developed specific schedules and 
methods for assuming the new responsibilities and making the change 
over in an orderly fashion. Also, the meeting discussed new pro- 
visions for special field units to service watershed programs, relation- 
ships with the technical specialists who will be located in Washington 
and in certain field headquarters and the necessary arrangements 
with other agencies to meet the research needs of the soil- and water- 
conservation program. 

Soon after the meeting opened, Mr. D. A. Williams, Administrator 
of the Soil Conservation Service, discussed the needs and objectives 
of the Service and its importance to the Nation. A copy of Mr. 
Williams’ address has been included in the material distributed to 
members of your committee. I believe you will find it most interesting 
and enlightening: it indicates the present thinking of the Depart- 
ment of Agri ic ulture with respect to Siva Soil Conservation Service and 
its work. I suggest that it be included as a part of the record of this 
hearing. 

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURI 


Soil Conservation Service, Washington 25, D. C. 
More EFFECTIVE SERVICE IN Sort AND WATER CONSERVATION 


Statement by D. A. Williams, Acting Administrator, Soil Conservation Service, 
at meeting of State conservationists, Washington, D. C., November 16, 1953 


We have asked you State conservationists to meet with us here this week to 
help develop procedures in making effective the reorganization of the Soil Con 
servation Service. Our immediate and continuing purpose is to make certain 
that the reorganization accomplishes its intended goal—more effective service 
in soil and water conservation to the farmers and ranchers of the United 
States. 

Change in organization does not, however, alter the conservation problem on 
the land. Football teams vary their backfield formations to meet different 
situations. But the ball still has to be moved forward in order to score. 

We now propose to tackle the same conservation problem with a realinement of 
forces designed to help us reach our goal more rapidly and hang iently. 

As we prepare to move forward in this new framework, it is essential that we 
focus sharply on the problem and the goal. We must ices a uniform under- 
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standing of the responsibilities, philosophy, and intentions of the Department 


of Agriculture so that we may be able to do a better job of carrying out our 
ussigument in the soil- and water-conservation program 


Veed for dynamic national program 

The Department of Agriculture recognizes a dynamic national program of 
soil and water conservation as one of the basic necessities of American agri- 
culture 

All our efforts to improve crops, reduce costs, and expand markets depend 
finally on how well we manage and protect our soil and water resources. Effec 
tive protection and improvement of our soils and management and development 
of water are keys to maintaining the kind of an agricultural production plant 
that can successfully meet the demands of a growing population and an expand 
ing economy 

Che soil and water resources of the United States are the foundation blocks 
ou hich our entire economy stands. They are the source from which comes 

food, most clothing, and much of our shelter 

Hiow well we protect and improve these resources in the years ahead will have 
a direct bearing on our standards of living in the towns and cities, as well as on 
the farms and ranches of the United States 

It is not our purpose to save soil for the sake of saving it. Soil is of value 
only as it produces something for man to use. The goal of soil and water con 
servation is to protect and build up soil productivity to sustain efficient and 
abundant yields of crops and livestock products In working toward that goal, 
we must also work toward the protection and improvement of watersheds as a 
means of reducing flood and sediment damages and safeguarding water supplies 
for both urban and rural use 

The national interest demands that measures for soil and water conservation 
be applied on all the agricultural land in the United States as rapidly as possible 
The Department of Agriculture recognizes its responsibility and is determined 
to help the farmers and ranchers of this country carry out such a program. 


SUS role as the technical agency 

The Soil Conservation Service has a highly responsible part to play in the 
Department’s program We are assured that it is to continue as the agency 
through which the Department will channel its technical service to the farmers 
und ranchers and to the watershed groups throughout the country. 

Experience has demonstrated that most soil- and water-conservation problems 
are complex. They usually cannot be solved by generalized techniques. The 
problems differ from farm to farm and field to field. Their solution requires skills 
and knowledge that farmers cannot be expected to possess. Their solution 
requires the combining of information from such fields as soils, engineering, 
agronomy, range, biology, hydrology, geology, and economics. Data from these 
sources must be blended into practices that in turn must be fitted to the capa- 
bilities and needs of the soil, and the farmer, for enduring conservation. 

The Department of Agriculture has the important and necessary job of assem- 
bling, training and directing the work of a corps of technicians who are skilled 

the science and application of soil and water conservation. ‘That is the func- 
tion of the Soil Conservation Service. 





Vodern conce pt of conservation farming 

Our proper and successful performance of these responsibilities requires a 
thorough understanding of several basic concepts which are the core of the 
Department's soil- and water-conservation program. 

One of these is the definition of soil and water conservation upon which this 
program is based. At the beginning of our national soil conservation program, 
emphasis was put on overcoming the severe menace of soil erosion. Experience 
taught us that erosion control practices are necessarily related to other soil 
management and land-use practices. Other forms of soil deterioration must 
be attacked along with soil erosion. 

Thus, the scope and practice of soil and water conservation has gradually 
broadened through the years until today the objective, as Dr. Hugh H. Bennett, 
founder of this Service, so aptly represented, is “to use each acre of agricultural 
land within its capabilities and treat it in accordance with its needs for protec- 
tion and improvement.” 

The concept of soil conservation has come to mean proper land use, protecting 
the land against all forms of soil deterioration, rebuilding eroded and depleted 
soil, improving grass and woodlands, conserving moisture for crop use, proper 
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agricultural drainage and irrigation where needed, building up soil fertility, and 
increasing yields and farm income—all at the same time. 

Modern conservation farming has come to meaa not only building and main- 
taining soil productivity, but also increasing standards of farm living for now 
and for the future. It means efficient, abundant production on a sustained basis 
as an integral part of the national weifare. 


Responsibility of local people 


A second basic concept in the soil- and water-conservation program is the 
essential initiative of farmers and ranchers themselves. The final responsibility 
for achieving the objectives of soil and water conservation rests with the people 
who own and operate the land. A national conservation program, however 
urgent its need, cannot have force in a democracy unless it is accepted as the 
individual responsibility of the man who uses and manages the resources. 

It is the policy of the Department of Agriculture to encourage and aid farmers 
and ranchers to plan and apply conservation farming measures, but to do for them 
only those things which need to be done, in the public interest, which local 
people cannot do for themselves. We believe that people who own and operate 
the land will accept the responsibility if they are fully informed and are pro- 
vided with the kind and amount of assistance needed to supplement their own 
knowledge and resources. 

Noil conservation districts 

Local organizations of farmers and ranchers help them to accept and carry out 
to the fullest degree their responsibilities for local leadership and initiative 
in soil and water conservation. Soil conservation districts are voluntarily or 
ganized but have legal responsibility under State law for developing and carry 
ing forward a districtwide conservation program. These districts have proved 
to be a highly effective device through which the Government can serve farmers 
without dominating them. 

The Soil Conservation Service makes its assistance to soil conservation dis- 
tricts available under terms of memorandums of understanding. In these agree- 
ments, SCS agrees to assign and to supervise trained conservationists and supply 
them with the facilities necessary to help farmers and ranchers in the district 
plan and apply technically and economically sound conservation measures. On 
its part, the district determines its needs and develops a districtwide program 
aimed at the solution of local soil and water problems. Its governing body ad 
ministers the affairs of the district, determines work pr orities, maintains 
records, and otherwise implements the local soil and water collservation program. 
Importance of sound technology 

The technology of soil and water conservation has been advanced rapidly in 
recent years. But additional and improved information is still needed to give 
greater precision to the planning and application of conservation measures 

To be permanent, soil and water conservation measures must be based on sound 
technology developed through research and experience. The Soil Conservation 
Service seeks, and uses information from whatever authoritative source may 
be avaliable. To strengthen soil and water research all research formerly in the 
SCS has been transferred to the Agricultural Research Service. We must estab- 
lish effective procedures for insuring that soil, water, and related research re 
flects the problems of farmers and that research findings are rapidly applied to 
the solution of those problems. We shall cooperate to the fullest degree with the 
Agricultural Research Service in expediting a two-way flow of research needs 
and research information. 

Special attention must be given to gearing the conservation program and 
recommendations to specific local conditions. In this connection, the Soil Con 
servation Service will coordinate its technical program to the fullest extent 
with the research work to the State experiment stations. 

We will mainain an active program of liaison with all research agencies in an 
effort to speed this process as much as possible. 

Elements of technical assistance 

The program of the Soil Conservation Service is basically a technical assistance 
program. In order to sustain efficient, high-level production, land and water use 
and management must be related specifically to the pattern of soil and water 
resources of the individual farm or ranch, as. well as to the resources and apti- 
tudes of the farmer or rancher himself. 
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Throughout the country there are wide variations in climatic conditions. 
Thousands of different kinds of soil exist. There are wide differences in soil 
type on individual farms in slope, degree of erosion, drainage, availability of 
water, inherent fertility, and past land use. 

Dr. Salter, our recent Chief of SCS and an eminent conservationist, has pointea 
out that there are three principal phases of technical assistance needed by most 

ers I concur in his analysis and would like to review it with you. 

Che first is a scientific inventory of soil and water resources adapted to the 
rpose of developing a sound and economical plan for conservation farming. 
The second is assistance in determining the safe alternative uses and treatment 
r the land based on this scientific inventory, and assistance in selecting and 
combining into a practical plan those measures which will protect and improve 
the land resource, contribute most to a sound management program for the 
farm, and aid in the solution of watershed and other resource problems of the 
community. 

The third is technical help in applying complex practices such as water 


control systems, drainage systems, terraces, and certain crop, pasture, range, 


and woodlot practices 

Furnishing this on-site technical assistance for soil, water, and plant manage- 
ment aimed at soil protection and improvement, water conservation, flood pre- 
ention, and economic production on a sustained basis is the primary job of 
the Soil Conservation Service 

It is the policy of the Service to assist farmers through a system of progressive 
planning which permits a farmer to start gradually and move progressively into 
a full, well-rounded conservation farming system. 

We must not lose sight of the fact that conservation practices are not an 


end within themselves. A farm pond or a tree windbreak has to serve a specific 
purpose to be justified. Each measure must be practical and should return at 
east cost in time and mone) The sooner that proper conservation practices 


are applied, the sooner they start paying off. 

It is also important to remember that most conservation practices are related, 
one with another, and the effectiveness of one often depends on the proper 
ustallation and functioning of another. Mechnical structures, frequently needed 
in erosion and water control, for example, must usually be supplemented and 
stabilized by the use of grass or other vegetation if the practice is to have lasting 
benefit 


Veed for educational, financial assistance 


Conservation is a teamwork job. It can only be accomplished by harmonious 
working relations of Government and farmers. The Government's part of the 
ob consists of more than the technical assistance phase. The educational and 
financial assistance phases are also of primary importance. 

Soil conservation education is a fundamental step toward the application of 
conservation measures on the agricultural land of the United States. The 
conservation education job is to help all the people, both rural and urban, 
understand the needs for and benefits from conservation farming. 

Education plays an important role in informing farmers and ranchers of the 
principles and practices involved in soil and water conservation and in re- 
lating conservation measures to the other features of good farm management. 
Education can aid supervisors of soil conservation districts in more effectively 
discharging their responsibilities and in planning and carrying forward their 
district programs. 

The educational phase of the soil and water conservation program is the 
primary responsibility of the State and Federal Extension Services. 

The Soil Conservation Service can discharge its responsibilities for tech- 
nical assistance most effectively when it is complemented by an effective edu- 
cational program which helps farmers to understand the benefits from con- 
servation and the principles underlying the conservation practices. 

An effective educational program, on the other hand, helps farmers to build 
a sound program of farm management involving all technologies, geared to a 
conservation base. In other words, one complements the other. The better the 
educational job is done by the Extension Service, the better the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service can assist farmers with their conservation job. The better the job 
of assistance is done by the Soil Conservation Service, the more the farmer can 
capitalize on a good program of education in the broad field of farm manage 
ment. 
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To get conservation technology into action on more land more rapidly—as 
we must do to meet the future agricultural demands of the Nation—greater 
teamwork must be developed between conservation education and on-farm 
technical assistance. I consider the strengthening of this teamwork as funda 
mental to accelerating the soil conservation program. 

In addition to educational and technical assistance, many farmers also need 
financial assistance to move into conservation farming as rapidly as their own 
welfare and the national interest requires. 

A well-planned program for conservation farming on most farms ecalls for the 
application of practices that require considerable capital investment. More- 
over, shifts to conservation farming often require temporary economic sacrifices 
since some time may be needed for returns from the new system to equal and 
exceed income from the old system. 

Supplementary financial aid, for all practical purposes, must come from either 
public or private credit sources or from direct governmental cost-sharing pro 
grams. 

There are today various forms of credit available from Government agencies 
or lending institutions which farmers and ranchers can use to pay for con- 
servation improvements. Much of our credit system, however, is not yet ade- 
quately geared to the repayment possibilities of conservation farming. 

Furthermore, credit alone cannot fill the entire need for conservation financing. 
There are many farms where financial requirements of conservation exceed 
available cash or credit resources. Many of these urgently need conservation 
practices that will have enduring benefits to the public, as well as to the in 
dividual landowner. In those cases, particularly when there are community or 
watershed problems involved, it may be necessary and desirable for the Gov 
ernment to share in the costs as a means of getting treatment applied in time 
to prevent further or irreparable damages to the soil and water resource. 
Teamwork is essential 

In no other activity in our society is there greater need for harmonious team 
work between all segments of the agriculture community, between farmers and 
their Government, and between agencies of Government. 

When we look objectively at the conservation problem, we see no necessary 
duplication between education, technical assistance and financial assistance in 
the Government's efforts to help the Nation’s farmers and ranchers move ahead 
with their conservation program The job ahead simply involves making all 
three work harmoniously and effectively in speeding up the application of tech 
nology on the land. 

The job ahead also involves further strengthening of local leadership and 
teamwork, such as is provided in soil conservation districts, watershed associa 
tions, and other community and neighborhood teams of people whose full 
participation is essential to the success of soil and water conservation 

Our responsibility to the farmers and ranchers, and to all the taxpayers of this 
Nation, for that matter, requires that we develop this teamwork as a means 
of providing the most practical, efficient service possible. Certainly the con 
servation job is too big for any 1, 2, or 3 agencies or organizations—no matter how 
efficient they may be. It calls for the closest working partnership of local 
State, and national agencies along with the soil-conservation districts, water 
shed associations, conservation and farm organizations, and business, indus- 
trial, civic, and educational groups. Everybody has a stake in the speed and 
success of soil- and water-conservation work. 

Resource inventory needed 

Underlying the entire technical-assistance program for which the Soil Con 
servation Service is responsible is a foundation of essential basic data about 
soil and water resources which we obtain through the soil survey. 

A scientific survey and classification of the soils is necessary for the prepa 
ration of land-capability maps, for individual farms and ranches. The soil 
survey is essential for determining the applicability of technology acquired 
through research or experience, and for relating the problems of the farm or 
ranch to those of the watershed or community. In a broad sense, the scientific 
survey and classification of soils is essential to the appraisal of the conserva 
tion needs and production potentials of watersheds, counties, States, and of 
the Nation. 

The Soil Conservation Service has the responsibility to meet the soil-survey 
needs of all agencies concerned with land use and conservation. We intend to 
fulfill this broad responsibility. 
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Technical coordination must be provided at all levels in order to maintain a 
nationwide system for the description and classification of soils. Without this, 
the survey program cannot reach its maximum effectiveness as a way of trans- 
ferring experience from one area to another and as a scientific inventory of 
iational soil resources. 

Close cooperation with State college workers in all phases of the soil survey 
will be maintained and strengthened. 

The backlog of soil-survey information is becoming low in many sections 
of the country. Speeding up this work, and completing the national-land inven- 
tory is important not oniy to the development of soil-conservation programs on 
individual farms, but also to watershed development. to the research programs 
of the Department of Agriculture, to the State agricultural colleges, and to the 
action programs of all agencies concerned with land use. The Soil Conservation 
Service bears a heavy responsibility in the particular phase of its program, and 
must be alert to every opportunity to improve and step up that activity. 
Development of wate rshed programs 

Protecting agricultural lands and improvement in the upper watersheds of the 
Nation’s streams and rivers from flood and sediment damage is a phase of the 
soil- and water-conservation job in which interest has developed rapidly in recent 
months Leadership in this activity has been given to the Soil Conservation 
Service because the program is based on soil- and water-conservation measures 
on farm and ranch land, combined with supplementary off-farm measures for the 


retarding, control and disposal of water. The growing recognition of need for 
upstream watershed protection work has taken concrete form in the selection of 
pilot watersheds in which the Soil Conservation Service has been instructed to 


develop this new type of program over a 5-year period. 

The objectives of this new program for watershed treatment include: 

1. Reduction to the fullest practicable extent of floodwater, sediment and land 
damages occurring in the watershed and downstream. 

2. Demonstration of the feasibility of local-Federal cooperation and sharing 
of costs 

3. Testing of the effectiveness of control measures under the highly variable 
conditions of the different sections of the country and where they can be readily 
observed by the local people 

tf. Accumulation and analysis of data on precipitation, streamflow, sediment 
loads, and flood peaks while the watershed is being treated and after it is com- 
pleted to guide future flood-prevention activities, 

Local people, and local organizations—especially soil-conservation districts 
play a very large part in this program. Before the work can proceed, local people 
must indicate their willingness to sponsor the program, to provide necessary local 
guidance and leadership and to share the costs. 

Interest in this new type of watershed program has spread not only among 
farmers but also in professional, industrial, business, educational and many other 
groups. The Soil Conservation Service bears a particular responsibility and 
faces a special challenge, as we enter into a new organizational development, to 
insure that this watershed program receives proper attention and sound guidance, 


Opportunities for improved service 
Realinement of the Service organization offers some real opportunities for 
strengthening the national soil- and water-conservation program. 

By giving the State conservationist more responsibility for program decisions, 
the work in soil-conservation districts can be harmonized with that of other 
programs that operate on a State basis. It should further improve working rela- 
tionships with the land-grant colleges, as well as with agencies of State govern- 
ment and State-level representatives of Federal agencies. This means that farm- 
ers and ranchers will not only benefit from better teamwork between several 
agencies in the State, but also that technical recommendations made on the farms 
and ranches will be more certainly geared to the needs and conditions of that 
particular State. 

$v strengthening the technical staff of each State office, more of the people 
who will operate solely within a State will be high quality technicians. Since 
subject matter specialists will serve a group of States, farmers can be assured 
that the technicians serving soil-conservation districts will continue to receive 
high-caliber technical guidance and training. 

With increased delegation of authority to State conservationists, there will be 
greater flexibility in adapting Service resources to fit local problems within the 
State. 








7 
3 





REORGANIZATION OF THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 57 


The regional aspects of the watershed flood-prevention program are recognized. 
Seven watershed and engineering field servicing units will be maintained to 
service the flood-prevention and watershed programs. The needs of watersheds 
and other interstate services or programs will still receive the technical and 
economic advantages of staffs that serve more than one State. 

As we proceed with the realinement of the Service, we can expect to encounter 
many problems. They will be challenging problems—problems without ready 
made answers. How well we solve those problems will determine how much we 
strengthen the Service program. I am confident that if all of us put our full 
effort into finding effective solutions we will strengthen the program materially. 

The decentralization of authority to the State conservationists carries with it 
the greater responsibility for sound administration. We cannot separate responsi- 
bility from authority. The State conservationist of SCS cannot fulfill his respon- 
sibility unless he respects national policy and makes full and effective use of all 
the resources—technical and administrative—at his command. Conservation is 
no one man’s job; it demands the utmost of teamwork in a spirit of public sery 
ice, the goal of which is ever ahead of us. 

I need your cooperation and assistance in adjusting the Service organization 
in the most efficient and effective manner possible. We have called you here 
this week to help. Each of you will have ample opportunity to contribute, and 
I know your contribution will be of tremendous value in the important work 
ahead. 

There is but one direction to go in soil and water conservation and that is 
forward. 

IMPORTANCE OF SOIL CONSERVATION 


I am sure there is no disagreement as to the importance of soil 
conservation. The soil and water resources of the United States are 
the foundation blocks on which our entire economy stands. They 
are the source from which come all food, most clothing, and much 
of our shelter. How well we protect and improve these resources 
in the years ahead will have a direct bearing on our standards of 
living in the towns and cities, as well as on the farms and ranches 
of the United States. 

The Soil Conservation Service will continue as the Department’s 
technical service agency in the field of soil and water conservation 
and flood prevention. As such, it will aid in bringing about physical 
adjustments in land use and in use of water to conserve natural 
resources and reduce the hazards of floods and sedimentation. 

As Secretary Benson said in his address at the national plowing 
contest in Wisconsin on September 19: 

The wise use of our agricultural resources is essential to our national strength. 
We need, and must have, a constructive program of flood control, sound land 
use, reforestation, and water management, with greater emphasis on agricul- 
tural research and education and on local leadership 

The conservation and improvement of our land and water resources is pri- 
marily the responsibility of the farmer, the rancher, and the custodians of forest 
land. It is important that farmers band together in local soil-conservation 
districts and watershed associations, and that they take the initiative in pro- 
tecting and developing our agricultural resources. Agriculture can go forward 
confidently in such locally directed soil-conservation districts. 

Our purpose in reorganizing the Soil Conservation Service is to 
strengthen it so that the Department of Agriculture can better serve 
farmers with technical assistance in getting more conservation work 
applied to the land faster. We are strengthening the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service by strengthening the State offices and by strengthening 
the Washington office. By doing this we are able to eliminate the 
regional offices. The State offices will be given greater responsibility 
for program formulation and execution. 
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We believe the reorganization will result in more service to soil- 
conservation districts under any given level of appropriations than 
could have been performed for the same amount of money under the 
old organization. 

I would like to add a brief statement, if I m oht, to this, which is 
not in the prepared testimony. 

What Congressman Andresen referred to earlier in my statement 
as plan No. 1 was a schedule of activities for reorganizing SCS con- 
sisting of 36 steps. There were also two charts outlining the reor- 
ganization at the Washington and State offices of SCS. The title 
“Plan No. 1” is a misnomer. They have never been referred to by 
us as plan No. 1 or as any plan at all. 

These charts and the schedule had been published in the Tuesday 
letters issued by the National Association of Soil Conservation Dis- 
tricts. The first time I saw the charts was when someone sent me 
a COpy of the Tuesday letter for October 20. The two charts were 
combined as a single chart printed on the back of that letter. In an 
earlier association letter issued under date of October 16, the schedule 
consist ing of 36 steps had been printed. 

Neither these charts nor the schedule had been prepared or approved, 
or even considered, by the departmental committee charged with the 
responsibility for developing the reorganization plan. These docu- 
ments had not been used by me or by any other member of the depart- 
mental committee in presenting and explaining the reorganization 
proposal to Members of Congress, farm organizations, and others. 
They did not constitute any part of the Department’s proposed re- 
nization of the Department of Agriculture. 
ie charts and schedule had been prepared by the Chief of the 
Soil Conservation Service, then Dr. Salter, and his associates for use 
within that Service for preliminary discussions on reorganization 
and whatever budgetary cuts might be required for 1955. The schedule 
was not a plan of reorganization or a proposal for reorganization ; it 
was simply a modus operandi or procedural outline of the things that 
would have to be considered and the actions taken in putting into 
effect whatever reorganization or budgetary cuts might be decided 
upon. The schedule was shown to me sometime before the public 
announcement of the proposed reorganization. I looked at it and 
told Dr. Salter that some of the dates would have to be changed and 
handed it back to him. TI gave the schedule no further consideration 
ind did not see it again until it was published by Mr. Davis. The 
schedule was never even seen by other members of the departmental 
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committee or the secretary. 

The charts, as I said before, were not seen by me until after their 
publication by Mr. Davis They had never been presented to or 
considered by members of the departmental committee on reorganiza- 
tion or by the Secretary. . 

The publication of these ch its and the schedule which had neither 
been approved nor considered by the departmental committee and 
which were not a part of the proposal for reorganization has doubt- 
less been responsible for much of the misunderstanding and confusion 
regarding the Department’s intention with respect to the reorgani- 
zation of the Soil Conservation Service. 

Phe charts and schedule were duplicated by Dr. Salter and his staff 
for use at a meeting of the regional directors of the Soil Conservation 
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Service held at Washington on October 18, when the reorganization 
proposal was publicly announced. At that meeting the charts and 
schedule were presented as a tentative guide, subject to change both 
as to date and content when reorganization was made fin: al. Each 
regional director was given a supply of both and a set for each State 
conservationist. The schedule was labeled “confidential” and both the 
schedule and the charts were intended only for administrative use 
as working papers within the Department. At the time I met with 
Mr. Waters Davis and his associates on October 12 I was not aware 
that the schedule of activities and the charts were to be used at the 
meeting of regional directors the following day. At that time many 
of the details of the reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service 
had not been decided, and such decisions as had been made up to that 
time were all tentative, and not final. 

The only public distribution that was made of the schedule and 
charts was that made by Mr. Waters Davis as a part of his “Tuesday 
letters” to members of the National Association of Soil Conservation 
Districts. 

One item on the chart distributed by Mr. Davis has caused much 
controversy and confusion. ‘That was the designation of the head of 
the State soil conservation service office as State director. In using 
that term, Dr. Salter and members of his staff were mistaken. The 
departmental committee which had the ris gta for all decisions 
in connection with the reorganization had not at any time re: ached 
even a tentative decision to change the title of “State conservationist” 
for the head of the State office. You will recall that the large chart 
that I showed you this morning, which I had used prior to October 13 
mn explaining the reorganization proposal, used the term “State Soil 
Conservationist.” That chart was first used in the meeting with Con 
gressman Hope on September 18. The smaller chart issued later 
under date of October 22 was an exact dup ylicate, reduced in size, of 
the large chart. It continued the term “State Soil onservationist.’ 

Even if it had been decided to change the title of the head of the 
State offices, such action would not have affected the civil-service 
status of the position. .A mere change in name of a job does not in 
any manner affect its status under the civil service rules and regu- 
lations. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Benprr. Are there any questions that any members of the 
committee have to ask? 

Mr. Karsten. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I had a few I would like to ask. 

Who is this Dr. Salter to whom you refer, sir? 

Mr. Coxe. Dr. Salter was Chief of the Soil Conservation Service 
up to the time when he resigned and we placed Mr. Williams in as 
Acting Administrator and then as Administrator. 

Mr. Karsten. Is Dr. Salter now out of the Federal service ? 

Mr. Coxr. No, sir. Dr. Salter is heading the Soil and Water Re 
search Unit in the Agricultural Research Service. 

Mr. Karsten. Was that in the nature of a demotion? Just looking 
at the facts in chronological order I wondered. 

Mr. Coxr. No. The request for the change came from Dr. Salter. 

Mr. Karsren. I see. 
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Mr. Coxe. In his letter to us and his statement to us—he talked with 
me along in April about the fact that for health reasons it would be 
necessary for him to get out of this job, and he wanted to get back 
into research work, where he was before he came in as Chief of the 
Soil Conservation Service. 

Mr. Karsten. Now, many of us were under the impression that the 
Soil Conservation Service was being operated efficiently and with good 
service to the farmers. I might say that in 20 years that I have been 
in Washington I have never had a complaint about it. I just’ won- 
dered: What is the experience of the Department of Agriculture over 
the last 20 years; has it received complaints about it? Is that the 
reason for the reorganization? What is the reason behind the reorgan- 
ization ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. The reason for the reorganization is, as I stated before, 
our attempt to improve the services of the Department, to make it 
more efficient, to decentralize it, to give improved service at what we 
hope would be less cost. 

Mr. Karsten. Was this done on the basis of complaints you had 
received ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. It was done in part on the basis of the action of the 
committees of Congress asking us to take a very thorough look at 
the regional offices of the Soil Conservation Service with the possi- 
bility ‘of their elimination. It had been felt by many people that 
we could improve the Service, that we could do the same-— 

Mr. Karsten. I do not believe there is anything that is perfect. 
We will not argue that point. What I am trying to find out is whether 
or not you hi ad complaints of any sizable volume that would relate to 
the Soil Conservation Service. 

Mr. Coxe. We do not have complaints of any sizable volume relat- 
ing to the Soil Conservation Service in its work with the farm peo- 
ple. We do have many suggestions for changes in the organization 
of the Soil Conservation Service. 

Mr. Karsren. That is natural. I just wondered if this change was 
brought about by complaints and pressure in that direction, or whether 
it was just brought about by your reorganization program. 

Mr. Coxe. Well, appare ntly I am not—— 

Mr. Karsten. Complaints apparently were not the basis of the plan. 

Mr. Coxe. We are reorganizing with an attempt to give better serv- 
ice, to improve the organization, period. 

Mr. Karsten. But that was not predicated upon complaints that 
the Department had received over the years ? 

Mr. Coxr. None of our reorganization was predicated upon com- 
plaints which were received over a period of years 

Mr. Karsten. There is one other question I would like to ask. Our 
committee is interested in this from the standpoint of economy and 
how much money can be saved. Do you honestly believe this is going 
to save some money? If so, I would like to know what figures you 
might be able to submit showing what will be saved. 

Mr. Coxe. You understand, of course, that the Department of Agri- 
culture has a process in setting up budgets where we are given a ceiling 
for the amount of money that the Department can include in its budget 
for a given year, that we review the budgets of the entire Depart- 
ment, that we make recommendations to the Bureau of the Budget, 
and the President then makes recommendations to the Congress. You 
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also are thoroughly familiar, I am sure, with the fact that no depart- 
ment of Government nor the Bureau of the Budget is at liberty to 
discuss any budget matter or proposal with anybody until it comes 
to Congress for release at that time. 

Mr. Karsren. I am not talking about that. X dollars are going 
to be saved. How many? That is what I would like to know. 

Mr. Coxe. I cannot give you the figure. 

Mr. Karsre - Will there be : any saving ? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes; we think there will be savings. 

Mr. Karsten. Will they be substantial or will it be a small saving, 
or what ? 

Mr. Coxe. I cannot give you the figure. I do not know. 

Mr. Karsren. Of course, every reorganization plan is predicated 
upon savings. Otherwise they should not be made. It has been our 
experience over the years that it costs more to reorganize than to 
leave it like it was. I just wondered if we might be getting into that 
in this plan. 

Mr. Coxe. I can assure you we are not. 

Mr. Karsten. Thank you. 

Mr. Benper. Mr. Fountain ? 

Mr. Fountain. Mr. Coke, you have no way of knowing that the 
service to be rendered by the Soil Conservation Service as reorganized 
will actually be more efficient than is the service being rendered, do 
you? 

Mr. Coxe. I am no prophet. 

Mr. Founratn. That is right. 

Mr. Coxe. We are sure it will be. We would not go into this if we 
were not confident that that was the case. 

Mr. Founratn. I might say that your statement was a very fine 
statement, in which you have elaborated upon many of the aspects 
of the Soil Conservation reorganization plan which have otherwise 
been confusing to many of us “because of certain information which 
we have received and newspaper items of one kind and another. 

From your statement I understand that you consulted with prac- 
tically every farm organization in America on a national scale. I 
would like to ask you ‘if you consulted with any of the top leaders in 
the Government who have had an abundance of experience with the 
soil-conservation program ? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes. The answer to that is “Yes.” 

Mr. Founratn. Can you tell me some that you consulted with ? 

Mr. Coxe. We consulted with our own staff, naturally. 

Mr. Fountain. With your own staff? 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Founratrn. I will ask you if you consulted with Dr. Bennett, 
who is referred to as “the father of soil conservation in America” 4 

Mr. Coker. Not on the reorganization ; no, sir. 

Mr. Founratn. Did you not feel that a man who had, I believe I am 
told, been in the Agriculture Department for some 42 years and who 
had been given the label of “the father of soil conservation in America” 
might be able to enlighten you and to enable you to perfect a better 
plan of reorganization than you might otherwise be able to perfect ? 

Mr. Coxe. We thought we had very fine advice from the people who 
were immediately in “chi arge of soil-conservation work within the 
Department. 
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Mr. Founrarnx. You would consider Dr. Bennett an expert in soil 
conservation ? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fountain. But he was not consulted ? 

Mr. Coxe. Right. 

Mr. Fountarn. There was no attempt made to get his advice ? 

Mr. Karsren. I would like to ask this at that point: Was it inten- 
tional to leave him out, sir ? 

Mr. Coxr. We did not consult him. 

Mr. Karsten. Was it done intentionally? That is the question. 

Mr. Coxe. Did we just miss on it? I donot know what our motives 
were, 

Mr. Karsten. The question would undoubtedly come up in any 
discussion. 

Mr. Coxe. May I say this: We felt that we had, so far as the reor- 
ganization of the Soil Conservation Service is concerned, in the De- 
partment of Agriculture, people who were more closely acquainted 
with ms immediate problems of the organization, and, therefore, we 
felt that was an adequate discussion. 

Mr. Founrary. Did you feel you had anyone who was more closely 
associated with the prob em than Dr. Bennett ? 

Mr. Coxr. Well, yes, in the immediate organization. Yes. 

Mr. Founrarn. Mr. Coke, what was your vocation or profession or 
avocation before you were ap ypointed Assistant Secretary of Agri- 
culture ? 

Mr. Coxe. How far do you want me to go back? 

Mr. Founrarn. Just before you came into the Service. 

Mr. Coxe. I was director of extension of the University of Cali- 
fornia. 

Mr. Fountain. You are still in the Extension Service ? 

Mr. Coxe. I am not. 

Mr. Fountrar. You are not ? 

Mr. Coxr. Iam Assistant Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. Founrarn. You are in no way connected with the Extension 
Service now ¢ 

Mr. Coker. I am not. 

Mr. Founrarn. However, that has been your field for about how 


ona? 


Mr. Coxr. 7J hree years. 


Mr. Founrarn. Three years. Now, in your consultations with the 
various farm organizations, or the leaders of those organizations, as 


you have described, you, of course, were not in a position to give them 
the details of the proposed plan as you have given it to us here today ? 

Mr. Coxe. I was not. 

Mr. Fountaryn. You were not in a position to give those details to 
the Senate Committee on Agriculture or the House Committee on 
Agriculture ? 

Mr. Coxr. I was not. The detail that I gave to the farm organiza- 
tions and the Senate and House committees was the detail as shown 
on the charts up there. 

Mr. Founraty. Now, do you know why no record was made of 
the hearing, or the consult: ation which the De partment had with the 
Committee on ‘hei iculture of the Senate and the House Committee on 
Agriculture ? 
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Mr. Anpresen. Will the gentleman yield to me? I can probably 
answer it. ; 

Mr. Fountain. I will ask him another question. 

Did anyone from your Department request that no record be made? 

Mr. Coxe. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. ANpresen. I might say to the gentleman that was a closed 
meeting of just members of the committee and under such meetings 
we generally do not have a stenographic reporter present. 

Mr. Founratn. My reason for asking the question is this: I felt that 
this hearing here might well have been eliminated had a record of 
the hearings been made so that all of us would have had an opportu- 
nity to read what took place and the explanations which the Depart- 
ment gave. 

I would like to ask you this question: How many more civil service 
employees will there be working and living in the States than there 
were under the previous plan ¢ 

Mr. Coker. For the administrative group we have under the old 
system 173 and under the new 189. 

For business operations, under the old, 268; under the new, 609. 

Mr. Founrarn. 609 in the new? 

Mr. Coxe. In the new. 

In the technical services in the States, there were none under the 
old system and there are 216 in the new. I am assuming that these 
figures check. 

Mr. Founrarn. So, if my addition is right, under the old system 
there were 441 Federal employees in the States and under the new 
there will be 1,014. 

Mr. Karsten. Is that going to save money ? 

Mr. Coxe. Oh, yes. We showed you the total number of employees 
is different. 

Mr. Fountain. Actually now, you will have Federal employees in at 
least 48 State oflices. 

Mr. Coxe. They are there now. 

Mr. Founrarn. Mr. Coke, are you able to give us an estimate of the 
cost of the various moves that will have to be made to put this reor- 
ganization plan into effect ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. I cannot at this time. 

Mr. Founraryn. Do you have any idea how many people will be 
disrupted in the reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service ? 

Mr. Coxe. It will be the group in the regional offices. 

Mr. Founrarn. How many are there in the regional offices all told ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. The figure I gave was 800 plus. 

Mr. Fountain. They will be scattered to various and sundry places? 

Mr. Coxe. If they wish to move. 

Mr. Founratn. If they wish to move? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes. 

Mr. Fountain. Well, I notice that quite a bit of emphasis, and nec- 
essarily so, has been based upon soil and engineering technicians and 
their importance to the State offices. I would like to ask you how 
important you consider the agronomy and forestry fields. 

Mr. Coxe. They are important. They are a part of this whole 
thing. 
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Mr. Founrarn. Well now, it is my understanding that the suc cess, 
or a great portion of the success in the soil-conservation program is 
due largely to a coordinated program. 

I want to ask you if it would not be more dificult to develop such 
a coordinated approach with these technicians scattered all over the 
area than if they were together in one place? 

Mr. Coxe. I am glad that you asked that question because that gives 
an opportunity to reemph: isize the method by which the soil-conserva- 
tion work is carried on. 

The soil-conservation districts take the responsibility for working 
with the local staff of the Soil Conservation Service in carrying out 
the conservation programs within that district. I think you will 
find that the soil-conservation districts rightly take great pride in 
their part in this whole program. 

It is our opinion that because of that setup you do have better 
administration where you have the responsibility for the administra- 
tion at a State level rather than having it on a regional level; that 
there is no need for a regional office superimposed in here when you 
have this kind of cooperation with the soil conservation districts. 

Mr Founraty. Of course, now your farmers are not techncians 
and scientists, and of course they cannot be expected to offer any advice 
along that line. 

Mr. Coxe. They are pretty inteligent when it comes to knowing 
the problems in their area. 

Mr. Fountatn. I think you are quite right about that. But at the 
same time, the technical scientific advice will have to come from the 
technicians supplied by the Soil Conservation Service ? 

Mr. Coxe. And the technicians in this case are going to be the same 
technicians, the same group of technicians, that they have had in the 
work units inthe area. We are not disturbing those at all. 

Mr. Founratn. They will be in the State office subject to control of 
Washington ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. Would you ask the question again? 

Mr. Founrain. They will be in the State office subject to control 
from Washington ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. I still do not understand your question. 

Mr. Founratn. Well, you have a Federal employee, or several Fed- 
eral employees in the State office doing the work which was previously 
done from the regional office. 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Founrarn. So, naturally, the people on the State level are a 
little farther removed from Washington than they were before, are 
they not ? 

Mr. Coxe. They are more directly connected with Washington than 
they were before by far. 

Mr. Founratn. They have to go farther to make contact. 

Mr. Coxe. In modern days of transportation and communication 
I do not think the difference is of great significance. 

Mr. Founrary. But they do have to come to Washington and at- 
tempt to make an appointment, and those of us who have had that 
experience have learned how difficult that is, and engage in consulta- 
tion with representatives here in Washington. 

Mr. Coxr. We see no real objection to very frequently bringing 
the State staff into Washington. We will have in the Washington 
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office a staff of supervisors who will work from Washington with these 
people. 

Mr. Fountain. Have you made any estimate of the extent to which 
travel expenses might be increased by virtue of this spread of your 
personnel among the various States in the Union? 

Mr. Coxe. I will still say that under the reorganization, and opera- 
tions will, in our opinion, be less costly. 

Mr. Founrary, That is your opinion, and it is purely an opinion. 
You have no way of knowing that that opinion is correct. 

Mr. Coxe. We have no definite figures on it. 

Mr. Founraty. What will be the job of the agronmist and the 
biologist and the other technicians who are to be located at your State 
colleges, and how are they being placed at these colleges? 

Mr. Coxr. May I inquire who said they will be loc: ated at the State 
colleges ? 

Mr. Fountarn. I heard they would. 

Mr. Coxe. You found nothing in my testimony to that effect. 

Mr. Founratn. They will not be? 

Mr. Coxe. I told you that so far as the location of these field people 
is concerned, we have not yet determined where they would be 
located. 

Mr. Fountarn. Was the reorganization plan submitted to Mr. 
Hoover? I notice he endorsed it. 

Mr. Coxr. The reorganization plan was discussed by the Secretary 
with Mr. Hoover. 

Mr. Founrarn. I notice you said in your statement this morning: 

We thought that the only way to make clear what our intentions really were 
was to make the reorganization immediately effective. Only by action could 
there be a decisive answer to the misunderstandings current as to our intentions, 
Therefore, it was decided to make the whole reorganization effective immedi- 
ately. 

I want to ask you, Mr. Coke, if you do not feel if there were mis- 
understandings, and if there was confusion about what was contem- 
plated, would it not have been better to have waited a little longer in 
an effort to clear up those misunderstandings so that the det: ils of 
your plan, such as you have outlined here today, might have been 
made available to all the interested groups and persons in America? 

Mr. Coxe. Are you asking a question ? 

Mr. Founrarn. Yes. 

Mr. Coxr. My answer to that is “No,” or we would not have put 
it into effect. 

Mr. Founrat. In other words, by your statement: 

Demonstration and explanation of the accomplished fact should be more con- 
vincing than explanation of future intentions could possibly be. 
you mean that the Department had made up its mind as to the plan 
it wanted, and that is the plan that the people of America have to 
accept; is that right? 

Mr. Coxe. That is the plan that we put into effect ; yes. 

Mr. Fountain. That is what you meant by that statement, I assume, 
when you said: 

Demonstration and explanation of the accomplished fact should be more 
convincing than explanation of future intentions could possibly be. 

As I recall, when I introduced a resolution of disapproval of the re- 
organization plan of the Department of Agriculture, one of the 
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strongest arguments of the Department in comparing the reorganiza- 
tion plan of this session of Congress with the reorganization plan of a 
former session, which was defeated, was that interested groups and 
individuals would be given an opportunity to be heard. They could 
make their suggestions and recommendations and those suggestions 
and recommendations would be given careful and conscientious 
consideration. 

The Department felt that that would be one of the best ways of 
finding out how the Department of Agriculture’s service could be 
we lage 

Now, it seems to me in the light of this statement that the Depart- 
ment a not have been so concerned about getting the viewpoint of 
some of the itnerested groups. 

Mr. Coxe. May I refresh your memory concerning the list of groups 
we discussed this with: that we did receive many suggestions; that 
we did make alterations in our plans; that we did do everything that 
the reorganization plan called for and more in trying to ao a 
plan that would be satisfactory and workable. Naturally, it is 1m- 
possible to satisfy everybody in a move you make of this kind. 

Mr. Founratn. I quite agree with you, and as a matter of fact, I 
recall having asked Mr. Be nson at the hearing of the reorganization 
pl in if | 1e did not feel that he might get himself into Dutch by open- 
ing the door and enabling everybody to come in and make their 
suggestions. 

The main thing I was interested in bringing out was that the details 
of the plan were objected to by a number of people as soon as they 
heard about it, and I am interested in knowing, and I think we are all 
nterested in knowing, whether or not those people who objected, such 
as the National Association of Soil Conservation Districts, were ever 
given an opportunity to come in and make suggestions and recom- 
mendations with respect to these details which you have described 
here today ? 

Mr. Coxe. They were. On the 12th of October we met with them 
and presented the reorganization charts as we had to the committees 2S 
of Congress and the other farm organizations. They raised an objec- 
tion. We agreed, at that time, that at the meeting which was to be 
held by their directors on the 19th of October in Houston, Tex., they 
would prepare some alternate plans and come back and make sugges- 
tions. We set a date to meet with them on the 29th of October. They 
returned on the 29th of October and the essence of it was they did not 
like the proposed plan and did not want us to put it into effect. 

Mr. Founrarn. And you gave them the details you have given here 
today ? 

Mr. Coxr. We gave the details we had at that time, which was the 
charts. 

Mr. Founratn. I will ask you, Mr. Coke, if in your considerations 
with those representatives you led them to believe the door was still 
open for them to make suggestions on the 29th of October. 

Mr. Coxe. On the 29th of October, that was pretty close to the first. 

Mr. Founrary. I notice another document left here on my desk 
which purports to be a conversation between yourself and other repre- 
sentatives and certain representatives of the National Association of 
Soil Conservation Districts, and I believe that Mr. Heidrich asked this 
question: “What is your goal under this reorganization plan?” 
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And this is your answer: 

Our objective is to render better service. If we can save some money at the 
same time, we want to do that, too. 

Mr. Lindsay said: 

Why, with all the troubles you have with falling cattle prices, the wheat refer- 
endum, price supports, and everything else, did you have to bring all this trouble 
down around your ears? 

This is your answer: 

Why don’t you submit some counterproposal ? 

Now, Mr. Heidrich says: 

By that do you mean the door is still open? 


Mr. Coxe. What meeting are you talking about? 

Mr. Founrain. This is a conference which took place on October 
12, and you said, “You may consider the door open,” and they were 
invited to come back on October 29. 

Mr. Coker. That is correct. 

Mr. Founrain. Were they told at that time they could still make 
suggestions ? 

Mr. Coxe. Yes. 

Mr. Founrain. However, the plan was put into effect on the follow- 
ing day, November 2. 

Mr. Coxe. Yes. 

Mr. Bennoer. Is not the door always open ? 

Mr. Coxe. The door is always open. 

Mr. Karsten. The plan is not firm yet? 

Mr. Coxe. In any reorganization of any department, it is not some- 
thing that you do today and forget tomorrow. You people have had 
enough experience with reorganizations to know it is a continuous 
process and review and realinement. 

Mr. Founrarn. I think we agree on that. 

In what way are the farmers to have a greater voice in the develop- 
ment and the carrying out of the soil-conservation program under this 
reorganization ? 

Mr. Coxe. The greater voice will be in that the responsibility for 
the program will be in the State conservationists. The State conser- 
vationists are closer to the soil-conservation districts than any regional 
office could possible be and therefore this should result in the stronger 
voice of the farm people in the program. 

Mr. Founrarn. I notice that you made this statement on page 20 
of your remarks: 

Some functions will be placed in the State offices, some will be continued in 
a manner similar to the past, and some will be dispersed over groups of States. 

I wonder if you will elucidate on that just a bit. 

Mr. Coxe. Yes. I presume the part of that that is bothing you 
is that “some will be continued as they were in the past.” That refers 
to the same seven cartographic laboratories that you had in the past. 
The watershed staf’; will be operating in those same units. Then you 
will have another group of technicians that will be dispersed through 
various States. 

Mr. Fountatn. I notice that you also said on page 23: 

Details of the reorganization were in a fluid condition both before and after 
the intention to reorganize was announced on October 13. 
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How long were they fluid after your announcement of intention to 
reorg: <a ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. Well, that is a date that you cannot pin down because 
it just does not set overnight. You cannot say that you have every- 
thing completed. We had it pretty well firmed up at the time we 
made our announcement on November 2. 

Mr. Fountarn. Of course, you would not say a fluid plan is a firm 
or final plan? A fluid plan could not be a final plan. What was 
your reason for reducing the number of area conservationists by 
nearly one-third ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. For the reason I gave in the testimony. We are con- 
tinuing to study the area setup to see if it is possible, through a 
combination and enlargement of the geographical areas which an area 
conservationist will serve, to bring about some economy and to see 
if we can get a larger percentage of the funds for soil conservation 
into the work units. May I again emphasize, as we did in the state- 
ment, that this is not a part of the reorganization plan. It is a 
continuation of the consolidation of the area offices. 

Mr. Fountain. With reference to the question again as to whether 
or not everyone had an opportunity to express themse Ives, I have one 
further question. I notice in a letter dated October 27, signed by 
Mr. Benson and addressed to the board of supervisors of the soil- 
conservation districts, there was attached an explanation of the reor- 
ganization of the Soil Conservation Service, and to that there were 
certain questions which the Secretary very rightfully anticipated 
might be asked which he answered, and one of those questions was: 

When will this reorganization be put into effect? 

The answer is: 

It will require several weeks to work out sufficient of the detail before a start 
can be made in actually implementing the reorganization. We will welcome 
any suggestions during this period the people may have regarding their ideas 
as to the type of organization that would best serve the farmers of the Nation. 

Now, that was on October 27. Do you feel that the period elapsing 
between October 27 and November 2? gave sufficient time for those 
people who received this correspondence to make such suggestions 
as they might have as to the type or organization that would best serve 
the farmers of the Nation? 

Mr. Coxe. The Secretary is not referring there to the date of putting 
the reorganization into effect, or the November 2 date. We know, as 
well as you would know, that even after we put into effect the reorgan- 
ization it will be several weeks before we can start to make these 
changes. Asa matter of fact, we have made only a few of them. We 
are always glad, and will always continue to be glad, to have anybody 
suggest to us any changes in the Department. of Agriculture that will 
improve its service. 

Mr. Fountarn. In other words, even now. 

Mr. Coxr. Even now. 

Mr. Fount. If there are suggestions or recommendations? 

Mr. Coxr. Of course. 

Mr. Fountarn. And you consider them worthy ? 

Mr. Coxr. Why, of course, and we hope that will continue as long 
as we have anything to say about the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Fountarn. Did the State conservationists make any recom- 
mendations ? 
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Mr. Coxe. The State conservationists when we had them all in here ? 

Mr. Founrarn. Yes, either then or thereafter. Have they made 
any specific recommendations concerning this reorganization ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. I could not 6 you in detail if they have made any 
specific recommendations. I do know this: That at a meeting which 
they held one evening while they were here and while they were by 
themselves, they prepared a letter and addressed it to the Secretary 
in which they complimented the Secretary on the selection of Mr. 
Williams as the then Acting Chief Administrator of the Soil Con- 
servation Service, and pledged to the Secretary their full support for 
the operation of the Soil Conservation Service. 

This letter was signed by all of the State soil conservationists except 
one who was called home because of the death of a member of his 


family. 
Mr. Founraty. I understand Mr. Williams is a highly competent 
person. 


Mr. Coxe. He certainly is. 

Mr. Fountain. Their compliments dealt altogether with the selec- 
tion of Mr. Williams? 

Mr. Coxe. They pledged their assistance. 

Mr. Founrtatn. They pledged their assistance to him ? 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Benper. Is it not your view that farmers generally throughout 
the country have the idea that they do not like to be welfared and 
inspected and wet-nursed by Washington? They would much prefer 
to have it done closer to home ? 

Mr. Coxe. I am sure that is a correct statement. 

Mr. Benver. Under the circumstances the thought that motivated 
vou in this situation was the feeling that possibly it would be brought 

closer to home and that it would be far better for the whole farm 
situation ? 

Mr. Karsten. Would this bring the responsibility closer to the 
farmer ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. It most certainly will. 

Mr. Karsten. The reason I ask this is because on page 20 you say: 

With more responsibility for technical leadership now centered in the Wash- 
ington office, there will be some strengthening of the technical staff at the 
national level. 

You indicate that there is going to be more responsibility here. 
That is the very thing Mr. Bender was appearing to condemn. 

Mr. Coxe. I would think as we went over the figures here of the 
increase in the Washington office, that you will see it is exceedingly 
small. 

Mr. Karsten. That the figures and the responsibility are two differ- 
ent things. You can have one man with the entire responsibility. 
Your numerical figures are not of importance. 

Mr. Coxe. May I assure you, as we said in the testimony, if you 
will go through and read it, that the responsibility for programing, 
the responsibility for the service in the States, will be that of the 
State conservationists. 

Mr. Karsten. I am just repeating your own words, “with more 
responsibility in the Washington office.” Those are your words. 

Mr. Coxe. They do have a certain increase. 











70 REORGANIZATION OF THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 


Mr. Fountain. This may ultimately turn out to be a better plan 
than the old plan, but I doubt it. 

Mr. Coxe. I am sure that it will. 

Mr. Fountarn. The only thing that concerns me is the question 
of interpretation of decentralization and centralization. I know that 

i lot of the farmers do not like Federal people sitting in on them, 
sagittis around and telling them what todo. What you are doing i is 
strengthening your Washington office, and you are taking a part of 
Washington and putting it in your State offices in some 48 States. 
That concerns me. Before, you had a group of supervisors and tech- 
nicians and scientists on a regional level, not too many in numbers 
possibly, whom the State people could take their problems to without 
having to come to Washington. They did not have to get in all this 
Washington traffic and have difficulty locating all these buildings in 
Washington, as I have trouble locating them. That is a practical 
problem. It sounds simple, but it is practical. I just cannot convince 
myself that we are decentralizing with this particular plan. I may 
be wrong. Any time that you strengthen the authority in Washing- 
ton, whether it be in Washington or over a group of people over whom 
Washington still has control, it seems that it is centralization and it is 
simply verbiage to sell the farmers on the idea that it is being 
brought closer tothem. I hope it will turn out well. 

Mr. Cong. I will assure you in the administration of this plan it will 
turn out to be actually decentralization. 

Mr. Horrman. We all know, Mr. Fountain, that we have dictator- 
hips in local communities. We have a man who has been in the 
county service for 10 years, anyway. Now, he is a little dictator. 
Just last month IT was home. He tells the farmers that he cannot get 


any sacks. I do not know what he means by that. He says that he 
cannot get any sacks to test the grain. He says, “We cannot do this; 
we cannot do that.” He says, “It is the Republicans in Washington 


that are preventing me from doing it.” He is a New Deal Democrat 
out in this county, and he says that the Republicans are preventing him 
from getting around to inspect the farmers’ grain. 

Who has authority over that fellow? As I understand it, he comes 
up from the county and then the State board elects him. He is the 
top county official. There are three of them. Is someone familiar 
with thismatter? Ifso, will they please tell me? 

Mr. Coxe. Is this the county PMA committee that you are talking 
about ? 

Mr. Horrman. Yes. I do not know whether it is PMA or MAP. 
He is the county boss. He is the fellow who put on the office there a 
number of years ago a sign, “If your Congressman had voted with us 
we would have had 50 cents more a bushel for our wheat.” 

That is the kind of fellow he is. 

Mr. Coxe. I think that you are referring to the county PMA com- 
mittee who are elected. 

Mr. Horrman. There are three of them. 

Mr. Coxe. There are three of them who are elected by the farmers 
of that county. 

Mr. Horrman. How do you get rid of them? Are they elected by 
the f: eG the county, or by the State board ? 

Mr. Coxe. By the farmers of the county. 
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Mr. Horrman. The State board fellow, Mr. Whitman, I heard him 
say that he voted for him, but he did it on the recommendation of the 
county people. 

Mr. Coke. We may be confused as to whom you are talking about, 
but I think these are county PMA committees, elected by the farmers 
in the county. 

Mr. Horrman. Are they the fellows who test the wheat before they 
get their payment, and so on ¢ 

Mr. Coxr. They are the ones who would have charge of the PMA 
program. 

Mr. Horrman. This fellow says, Mr. Chairman, that the Republi- 
cans in Washington are holding up the testing of the grain so that 
the farmers cannot get their payments. 

Mr. Benner. Mz Lybe the *y are some of the holdovers. 

Mr. Horrman. These fellows have been there. 

Now, is Washington doing that, or is it the fault of the local 
fellows? 

Mr. Coxe. I would have to know more of the details to know whether 
we are holding up some bags here they need to test their grain in. I 
doubt it very much. 

Mr. Benpver. The chairman is getting a little political. Being a 
nonpartisan myself, I am aware of the complaints that were filed m 
November of 1952. Those complaints spoke of it being time for a 
change. I am wondering if the heads of the Department of Agri- 
culture are aware of the complaints registered and are really using a 
broom as extensively as they might. 

Mr. Coxe. I think we are quite aware of the situation. 

a HorrMan. Here is a joint statement which appeared December 

. 1953, of Walter S. Davis and two other officers of the National Asso 
ciation of Soil Conservation. Have you seen that? 

Mr. Coxe. No; I have not. 

Mr. Horrman. On page 4 he says someone down there in your De- 
partment promised to consult him. Then he gives a definition of 
“consult,” and then he said you did not do it. I got from your testi- 
mony a while ago that you did give these fellows a chance. 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Horrman. Have you seen this? 

Mr. Coxe. No. 

Mr. Horrman. You better look it over and come back with an 
answer. They say that you did not keep your word. 

Mr. Totx. I would like to get the record straight, and I would like 
Mr. Williams to correct me on the figures if I am wrong, with regard 
to Mr. Fountain’s question as to the shift of Federal workers back to 
the States. As I understand it, there will be 573 more Federal workers 
assigned to the States, but because of the abolishment of the regional 
offices there will be an over-all grand total decrease of Federal workers 
of 125 man-years. Is that correct? 

Mr. Coxe. That is correct. 

Mr. Karsten. The 88 technical experts would come out of that? 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Fountain. We are getting five hundred-some-odd more Federal 
employees in our State. 

Mr. Tox. In answer to Congressman Karsten’s question regarding 
Mr. Salter, I have before me a statement which he made. It was 
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quoted on November 29, 1953, and the statement appeared in the 
Columbus, Ohio, Citizen. It reads as follows: 

The man who headed the Soil Conservation Service unit until its recent re- 
organization by the Eisenhower administration said in Columbus Saturday that 
the service should continue to function efficiently, despite the shakeup. 

Dr. Robert M. Salter, formerly of Columbus, resigned as head of the Conserva- 
tion Service November 2—the day the reorganization went into effect. He is now 
Chief of the Soil and Water Conservation Branch of the Agricultural Research 
Service. 

Despite the coincidence in dates, the ruddy-cheeked one-time Ohio State Uni- 
versity professor says the service shakeup had nothing to do with his resigna- 
tion. “I requested to resign last summer before any of this came up,” he said. 
“It is a matter of health—a little hypertension, you know—and I’m still working 
for the Government.” 

Although the job as Chief of the Service is not now under civil service, Dr. 
Salter could have retained it because when he accepted the post it was a civil 
service job. 

“The new plan of organization should continue to give excellent service to 
farmers, if Congress continues to provide money for it,” he said. 

Essentially, the reorganization eliminated the seven regional offices of the 
Soil Conservation Service and distributed their services to the States. 

“The main purpose of the elimination of the regional offices—which had been 
used to handle many problems regionally instead of in Washington—was to get 
the major responsibilities into the State offices. It will also make it easier 
for the SCS to coordinate with other States services,” he said. 

The SCS is designed to help farmers work out a plan for best use of their land 
and a plan of management to protect and improve their soil. 

Mr. Benpver. Are there any further questions ! 

Mr. Porr. Further with respect to the questions of decentraliza- 
tion in bringing the program closer to the people, of course the unit 
closest to the people is the soil conservation dist rict itself? 

Mr. Coxr. That is right. 

Mr. Porr. Those districts are segmented according to State law. 
They are constituted by governing bodies of individuals elected from 
the community by farmers. They receive no Federal moneys whatso- 
ever. Heretofore, it has been necessary for these local districts to 
vo, first, to the State conservationist and then to the regional office on 
matters of policy, on functional matters, and on research matters, 
and as the program is now suggested, it would be simpler for them to 
vo only to the State conservationist and to their three-man technical 
staff. 

Mr. CoKE. You are correct. You have laid it out in good fashion 
and those are the facts in the case. 

Mr. Porr. And is it not further true that this three-man technical 
staff and the State conservationists could better cooperate with the 
local districts, the local district official's could therefore better coordi- 
nate their efforts on a statewide basis ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. That is what we tried to say, and that is our belief. 

Mr. Founrarn. What about all of these people that are going to be 
out in the States somewhere? Are they going to be contacted also! 
I believe, in response to a question by Congressman Karsten, you said 
there are going to be five offices similar to present regional oflices. 

Mr. Coxe. We will have in these five offices a group of specialists 
such as agronomists, and so on, who will work in the various States. 
They are responsible to Washington for general supervision, but 
when they go into a State they will work with the State soil conser- 

vationists and people in these districts who can make their desires 
known to the State soil conservationist. He can then have these 
specialists render the distriets the assistance they need. 
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Mr. Porr. Will they be able to get in touch with those people at 
any time they want to? 

Mr. Coxe. They can get in touch with the State conservationists 
and they would schedule the assistance for them. 

Mr. Benper. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Karsten. There is a further question. You mentioned these 
five offices that are going to be set up. I understand there will be 
seven cartographic offices. Will they coincide with the 5 or be super- 
imposed upon the 5? 

Mr. Coke. They will be entirely separate. The cartographic offices, 
as such, are a service unit, as you know, for getting out maps and 
things of that kind that are used in this work. 

Mr. Karsten. That is very essential in this work, maps and carto- 
graphic work. 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. These five groups are set up in our techni- 
cal services. 

Mr. Karsten. They are to work with your cartographic offices very 
closely, I would think. 

Mr. Coxe. Not necessarily. The State offices will work with the 
cartographic laboratories because that is where you need your mapping. 
These other people are specialists who will come in on an agronomic 
problem, or a forest problem, or a range problem. 

Mr. Karsten. You will have your State offices working with these 
5 offices, and with your 7 cartographic offices? 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Benper. Mr. Hoffman, do you have any nonpolitical questions? 

Mr. Horrman. I do not ask that kind. 

Mr. Benver. Who is your next witness from the Department? 

Mr. Coxe. That is all. 

Mr. Benner. We will now call Mr. Hugh Bennett, former Chief of 
Soil Conservation Service. 


STATEMENT OF HUGH BENNETT, FORMER CHIEF OF THE SOIL 
CONSERVATION SERVICE 


Mr. Bennerr. It may take considerable time to fully understand 
‘he recent reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service—just how it 
is to be processed in the field, what dilution there may finally be to the 
program of technical assistance to farmers in the soil conservation dis- 
tricts, and what the results may be. 

I am fearful of the results, for reasons I shall undertake to explain. 
It has been difficult to piece together the reorganization proposals, as 
I have understood them, from announcements in the press and official 
documents. On the basis of changes that apparently have been made 
since the first announcement, no one seems to know whether or not 
the details as to how the plan is to be worked out in the field have 
yet been completed. The whole thing strikes me as an experiment, and 
I am unable to see any wisdom in substituting an experiment for a 
highly successful, going program that was scientifically sound and not 
controversial, political, or unduly expensive. 

In developing the plan, it appears that there was too little consulta- 
tion with those who are most experienced in the field of soil and water 
conservation. Obviously, everybody has a stake in the continuing 
welfare of our productive land, of which we have a limited supply. 
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And this in the face of a rapidly increasing population and a diminish- 
ing stock of good yarmland by way of continuing erosion and the use 
of land for new roads, buildings, ‘airfie;ds, and other land- consuming 
enterprises. 

The reorganization, so far as I can see, has been formulated too 
exclusively by a few office people and handpicked advisory groups 
within the confines of conference rooms. The people have ‘be en left 
out far too generally. It seems to me this was a grievous error. 
Certainly the people should have been given a real hearing such as 
was recently afforded by the House Committee on Agriculture in its 
traveling conferences about the country. 

The welfare of the land in its relation to national security tran- 
scends any personal or small-group considerations. I think the 
people should be given the opportunity even now to at least offer 
suggestions as to what is to be done about their most priceless and 
indispensable resource of productive farmland. 

For this opportunity and for other reasons, it 1s my conviction 
the whole thing should be mupenes and reconsidered. At the very 
least the procedures followed by those responsible for working out 
the details of the reorganization should be carefully looked into with 
the view of offering recommendations as to what further study and 
action are needed to protect the interests of the public. 

If those responsible for the reorganization should turn deaf ears 
to this reasonable and 1 respectful appeal, then it would seem the only 
recourse left to the people would be to carry their appeal to their 
representatives in Congress. Any such action should, of course, be 
on a strictly nonpartisan basis. 

In m: aking these recommendations I have no thought of questioning 
the good intentions of those connected with the reorganization. | 
am merely questioning the wisdom of the new scheme—how it is 
likely to affect agriculture. 


SCS WORKED THROUGH THE SOIL-CONSERVATION DISTRICTS 


Turning now to some other aspects of the matter, let me point out 
first that the Soil Conservation Service is the only organization. 
Federal or State, that I know of which has deliberately and pur 
posefully planned to turn over the general direction of its program 
to farmers at the local level—that is, to the landowners and operators 
in the soil-conservation districts. This the Service did for a number 
of reasons derived principally from its experience working with 
farmers. 

It operated on a demonstrational basis at the start, and farmers 
liked the way the Service worked with them out in their fields and 
pastures, acre by acre, over their entire farms. ‘They also liked the 
way our technicians—plant specialists, soil scientists, foresters, engi- 
neers, and others—combined their skills to fit the needs of the land, 
field by field. It made sense to them that if engineering operations, 
such as terracing and contouring, were net enough to safeguard the 
land from erosion and keep it productive, the technicians readily 
suggested the use of vegetative support to the engineering work. 
They liked, too, the insistence on the part of the technicians that 
the farmer must clearly understand their recommendations and 
willingly agree to them before any application work is done. The 
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farmer had the final sav. But it was felt, in spite of the general 
agreement with the plan of work, progress could be increased by 
somehow inducing farmers to shoulder greater responsibility in 
getting ahead with the conservation job. 

Realizing that people generally do their best in those enterprises in 
which they take an active part, we conceived the idea of farmer-di 
rected soil conservation districts. This idea was developed by the 
Soil Conservation Service, which also helped to put it into action, 
First a model act was prepared and printed in bulletin form. This 
Was sent to the governors of the States by the President, with the sug 
gestion that it be considered with the view of adopting, through legis 
lative action, some such workable State law to enable farmers of a 
given community to set up legally constituted districts for the purpose 
of conducting programs of soil and water conservation. 

The suggestion met with widespread favor and with suprising 
rapidity the States adopted enabling legislation. Subsequently, some 
2,500 soil conservation districts were voted into existence by the 
farmers themselves—in most instances by overwhelming majorities. 
These actions were openly arrived at along nonpartisan lines. And, 
the districts have been effectively operated by the farmers themselves 
working without salaries. 

The districts now include more than a billion and 400 ee acres 
and nearly 90 percent of the farms and ranches of the Nation. No 
other such land movement has been recorded by history. 

The Soil Conservation Service, under authority of signed memo 
randa of understanding between the districts and the Department of 
Agriculture, has entered into working arrangements with the dis 
tricts, and the work has proceeded with a high degree of effective co 
operation and accomplishment. As expected, the work was speeded 
up very substantially. It has moved ahead faster than the public 
has been led to be lieve. 


HOW MODERN SOIL CONSERVATION CAME ABOUT 


Turning now to what was done prior to the reorganization, the first 
step covering a long period—25 years—was one of discovery and 
crusading for conservation action. I had a part in this and clearly 
recall the discouraging compl: wency of the people with respect to the 
security of the land, as well as the difficulty of arousing public interest 
in the matter. 

Finally, we were able to get underway a program of research, 
beginning on an important scale in 1930. Ten soil conservation re 
search centers were quickly established in regions where the problem 
was known to be serious. 

Much basic information with respect to erosion rates and processes 
was acquired at these stations and new conservation measures were 
developed. This information provided the principal working ma 
terial that made it possible to get a successful conservation action pro 
gram started in 1933. 

When we started this program, it was estimated that fully 70 per 
cent of our crop and grazing land was being impoverished by erosion 
and that an additional 15 or 20 percent was potentially subject to 
erosion. A nationwide survey indicated that preceding this program 
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of modern soil conservation, erosion running wild and unnoticed was 
eating into our stock of productive land at the dangerous rate of 
around a million acres a year—that much damaged beyond any further 
immediate use for practical cultivation. 
In 1935 Congress passed our first Soil Conservation Act and es- 
tablished the Soil Conservation Service in the Department of Agri- 
diltine as the agency for carrying out permanent soil conservation. 


PROGRESS 


When I retired from the service in 1951, we had completed the job 
of applying conservation to 140,404,405 acres of farmland on 883,348 
farms and ranches. And the work was speeding up progressively. 
For example, in 1942 one man-year of technical help was required 
to somuiands treat 2,150 acres; in 1950 the same amount of help 
completed the job on 3,240 acres. This was an increase of about 
50 percent in operating efficiency during the 9-year period. 

According to a survey in the middle forties, made at the request of 
the subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee, soil con- 
servation had shown a per-acre profit of $4.90 over comparable farms 
where little or no conservation had been carried out. 

In my opinion, the cost of the Soil Conservation Service before the 
reorganization was being returned to the Treasury, plus a good 
dividend. I believe, also, that conservation had increased the value 
of the 140 million acres which had been coneeey treated with 
conservation measures by $50 an acre or by $7 billion. This figures 
out to more than a dollar’s worth of work accomplished for the 10 
cents spent. 

A fiction which has been widely voiced is that at the rate the Soil 
Conservation Service is carrying out its part of the conservation job, 
it would take a thousand years to finish up. Actually, as was pointed 
out in the annual report of the Chief of the Soil Conservation Service 
for the fiscal year 1950, we were advancing at such a satisfactory rate, 
the job would have been completed, up to the stage of maintenance, in 
about 35 years. At the same time it was estimated, that with more 
technicians, the job could be finished in about 20 years. 

May I, Mr. Chairman, bring in a statement that is not included in 
this connection ? 

Mr. Benpver. Certainly. 

Mr. Bennett. I think the Soil Conservation Service was the first 
Federal agency, certainly the first Federal agency I ever heard of, 
which deliberately sat down in the first place and helped with ways 
and means of turning over the job to the farmers themselves at the 
grassroot level, and I think also, it was the first agency that ever sat 
down and looked ahead to a finishing point. The details are in one 
of the SCS annual reports. I think we should perhaps dig them 
out and include them in any reorganization that is finally decided 
upon, because our population is rapidly increasing and our supply of 
land is rapidly diminishing. 


WITH CONSERVATION THE PEOPLE CAN BE FED 
We have known for years approximately what the Nation’s soil 


‘onservation job amounts to, where the eroding areas are, and what 
measures are needed to stop the wastage. We have learned through 
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experience that sound land use and good soil conservation increase 
per-acre yields by 50 percent or more, and that with prompt comple- 
tion of the work there will be more than enough productive land to 
carry us safely beyond 1975, at which time it has been freely predicted 
we will be caught short of enough land to feed our rapidly increasing 
population. 

And now when so many are worried about our future and just when 
we were getting along so splendidly with safeguarding the land and 
increasing its productiveness, the Department of Agric ulture of its 
own free will heaves a monkey wrench into the Nation’s conservation 
program, which, as I see it, shatters it into fragments that will be 
hard to put back together in any really workable shape. 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Benper. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. May I ask a question about the preceding para- 
graph, “We have known for years approximately”—that paragraph. 
Apparently you expressed a fear that— 

In other words, you fear we will be short of food in 1975? 
with prompt completion of the work there will be more than enough productive 
land to carry us safely beyond 1975, at which time it has been freely predicted 
we will be caught short of enough land to feed our rapidly increasing population. 

Mr. Bennerr. No. I think the paragraph states the opposite. 
There is a big if there; if we go ahead and finish the job. 

Mr. Horrman. This says— 
and that with prompt completion of the work there will be more than enough 
productive land to carry us safely beyond 1975, at which time it has been freely 
predicted we will be caught short of enough land to feed our rapidly increasing 
population. 

As T read that it would mean that you are afraid that after 1975 we 
will not have enough to eat. 

Mr. Bennetr. No; I do not mean that. Your understanding is 
perhaps due to my inability to express myself adequately in the Eng 
lish language. I really mean we have enough land if we take care of 
it. Some people argue that we do not have enough—that we will be 
short by 1975. 

Mr. Horrman. And you believe if any more monkey wrenches are 
thrown in by the Department of Agriculture, that after 1975 we will 
not have enough to take care of us? 

Mr. Bennerr. We will have enough only if we take good care of 
what we have. The population is increasing and we are still losing 
land by two processes. One is erosion, which we know how to take 
care of, and the second is the occupation of a lot of good farmland by 
building and the construction of roads. 

Mr. Horrman. How can you say that when you realize that last 
year we had a surplus of ever ything? 

Mr. Bennett. I think a surplus i is better than a deficiency. 

Mr. Horrman. So do I, I am not crying about a surplus, but how 
do you reconcile that fact with the prediction that after 1975 we will 
be hungry if we do not watch our steps? 

Mr. Bennett. I did not mean to make that prediction. 

Mr. Horrman. That is the way I read it. 

Mr. Fountatn. He said— 
with prompt completion of the work there will be more than enough productive 
land to carry us safely beyond 1975 
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and then he makes a statement that had been a prediction— 


at which time it has been freely predicted we will be caught short of enough land 
to feed our rapidly increasing population 
and then you might add, “unless the work is completed.” 

Mr. Horrman. Let the paragraph stand as it is. I cannot under- 
stand how he is so fearful in 1975 we will not have enough to eat when 
the Government has to buy all that surp plus. 

Mr. Bennerr. I am not fearful. Some people in the country are 
predicting that we will be short by 100 million acres by 1975. I do 
not believe it, not if we take care of the land. 

Mr. Horrman. It will be too bad if we cannot take care of the rest 
of the world, will it not ? 

Mr. Bennerr. If we throw more monkey wrenches in the conserva- 
tion program we will not be able to take care of ourselves. 


SERIOUS BLOW TO AGRICULTURE 


This reshuffling of functions and redistribution of technical per- 
sonnel strikes me as an action that could add up to the most serious 
blow to agricultural advancement of anything that has happened dur- 
ing my nearly 50 years of technical service with the Government. I 
can see no promise in it—only an unnecessary and costly experiment. 

Some of my fears are based in some measure on what already 
has happened as the result of steps that were taken before the No. 2 
reorganization announcement. I have reference to the actions of 
tearing apart the research program of the Soil Conservation Service 
and dropping some of the conservation nurseries. These actions, to- 

rether with fear among the technical personnel of the Service as to 
~ future of the program, have resulted in lowering morale and, I fear, 
serious reduction in the amount of work done. 

Mr. Benper. I had a call about an hour ago from a group of farmers 
representing an organization in the vicinity of Richmond, Va., repre- 
senting the whole State, wanting to know if they can come in tomorrow 
and testify in support of this plan. I said they were welcome to 
come.* You think they are mistaken, then? You disagree with their 
point of view ? 

Mr. Bennett. I completely disagree. I think they are sadly mis- 
taken. I am living in Virginia now and I live in a section where 
agriculture has been going on for a long time. And much land has 
been practically ruined by erosion. 

Mr. Benper. Who is the man who called yesterday who is the chair- 
man of this group ? 

Mr. Tou. Mr. Naff. 

Mr. Benper. Do you know a Mr. Naff? 

Mr. Bennett. No. 

Mr. Benner. What is ie official position ? 

Mr. Tout. W. W. Naff. I do not know his official position. He is 
president - one of the farm organizations in Virginia. 

Mr. H. G. Brarock. He is a soil-conservation district supervisor 
in the State of Virginia. 

Mr. Benner. He seems to be all for this plan. 

Mr. Bennerr. I am telling you how I feel toward it. I had a pub- 
lication from the State of Lowa just a few days ago where a super- 
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visor of a district had appeared before the Hope committee, pub- 
lished in the Iowa Soil Districts and Watersheds Bulletin of No- 
vember 1953. He was Mr. Merle Travis, president of the lowa Asso- 
ciation of Soil Conservation District Commissioners. He does not 
agree with the reorganization. It isa long article. I will not under- 
take to read it. I see a lot of those things. Where I live in Virginia 
there has been practically no soil conservation and agriculture has 
been going on about 200 years and much of our land is out of cultiva- 
tion because of erosion. “I guess it makes little difference now because 
the city is spreading out in that vicinity. 

Mr. Benper. Is it not true quite generally throughout that State 
that many people do not want to work that hard, possibly; farming 
is harder work than other endeavors 

Mr. Karsren. Off the record. 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Bennett. I do not think many people know that the nurseries 
helped us win over the duststorms of the thirties. I think we would 
have lost that battle but for the fact that I instructed our plant special- 
ists to bring into these nurseries every plant from every part of the 
United States that showed any indicated value for preventing erosion. 
About 40 plants have cultivated before in history were domesticated 
by the nursery program. In Texas at San Antonio they developed the 
K. C. bluestem, which is a descendant from a grass from India. 
It turned out to be one of the very grasses they had for ranching 
purposes. That was done by a soil-conservation nursery, not by any 
other nursery. 

Mr. Benner. In the interest of Virginia, members of my family have 

. large Guernsey dairy farm there that you could not even raise hell 
on 55 years ago, and the vy have a fine Guernse v herd and are learning 
to conserve the soil. 

Mr. Bennerr. Who taught them how? 

Mr. Benner. Hard work. 

Mr. Bennetr. The Soil Conservation Service has worked on many 
ranches there. I have a farm out there. It is only 6 acres, but it is 
a big one to me because of hard work. I have another farm in North 
Carolina of 500 acres that is small compared to the work I have to do 
onthe 6acres. Ihave plenty of good vegetables all the year. 

Mr. Benper. This farm is known as 7 Mid View Farm. 

Mr. Bennerr. Mine is known as the Eight Oaks but I have only 
seven oaks on the place. I should like to see your farm sometime. 
Are you prepared to receive guests ¢ 

Mr. Benver. Any time. 

Mr. BENNETT. They have taken research out of the Soil Conser- 
vation Service and have transferred it around. I am not so sure 
that where it has gone the people know as much as we did. We had 
from the beginning a research program going on to support the soil- 
conservation program. We had those programs throughout the 
United States and had good cooperation in all the States, and we 
found certain things there that no other agency has found out. For 
example, from the Imperial Valley of California a gentleman came 
into my office and said he was chairman of the Imperial Valley Irri- 
gation District and had a problem. He said too much land was becom- 
ing salty and some of the lending agencies were refusing to lend money 
on the land. I promised to go out there if he would promise that 
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no one who had ever worked on the problem before would be employed. 
We hired young men out of the local colleges and they found out what. 
the problem was and how to solve it. 

There were dense subsoil layers of clay that accumulated by de- 
posits from the Colorado River through which the irrigation water 
would not drain and against those impervious clay layers the water 
would accumulate and salt would come up from below and this put 
many farmers out of business, whereas before they had raised mag- 
nificent. crops. While I was there 55,000 acres of land that had been 
out. of cultivation went back in cultivation. Our research people 
did that. 

We were asked to come into the Everglades of Florida to see if we 
could stop the fires. About 1 million acres, roughly, had been burned 
at the time. I had a few ideas about this job myself. 1 was called 
into the hearing and it was proposed that we would be given $1 
million to stop the burning. That would be the first appropriation. I 
told them we did not need that much because we did not know what 
to do immediately ; we would have to carry on research. They asked 
how much we would need and I believe I said $75,000. It took several 
years but we worked out the solution. The only way to stop the 
burning was to keep water on the surface of the peat soil. For sugar- 
cane you could not keep the water on the surface and still grow 
sugarcane. You had to regulate the depth by controlling hydro- 
static pressure and so on. We had to find out at what level to keep 
it. It took a lot of hard research work to find out. There were two 
kinds of rock underlying the Everglades. One is full of holes and 
with the dikes located there hydrostatic pressure forced the pumped- 
in water out beneath the dikes. Then we happened to think that 
part of the rock underlying the Glades does not have holes in it, so we 
asked the United States Geological Survey to come in and help us 
locate those areas. When this was done we built our dikes over this 
rock and then we were able to handle the problem. The report. is 
published and the local people are now engaged in carrying out the 
details. 

The type of research we had the most of was the kind by which we 
we were able to get quick answers to questions coming up almost 
daily with our fieldmen working with farmers. We turned those 
problems over to our research people and asked them to give us the 
best possible answers in the shortest possible time. We said, “We do 
not want much long-term research on this thing.” Our researchers 
found the answers very quickly in many instances. So where an 
agency does not do its own research, I doubt if some other agency 
is going to do what they want. I think—and this is based on experi- 
ence of many years—they will be likely to give you what they think 
you need but not what you know is needed. That is why I was ter- 
rifically disappointed when they started taking away the SCS re- 
search to give it to others. These others are nice fellows, good boys, 
but I am afraid they will not give what the agency needs. 

Mr. Benper. They are not eliminating the research phase of this 
program, as I understand. They are having the same kind of service, 
but much of it will be in Washington. 

Mr. Bennerr. They are men of good intentions, but you cannot 
build conservation on good intentions. You have to have people who 
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know what they are doing. The stubble-mulch system we worked out 
in Nebraska and a number of other States. 

Mr. Benver. I am sure you did good work. 

Mr. Bennett. I think we did, and I believe it has become the 
world’s most appreciated type of work. I say that because when | left 
the Service nearly 90 other nations—most of the nations of the earth— 
had sent their agricultural representatives to see what we had done on 
the land, and I have gone to some of those countries and seen that 
they had taken these things back and were using them. 

Mr. Horrman. The German and Netherlands people had conserva- 
tion before we did. 

Mr. Bennerr. They have done a good job in agriculture but they 
still have some gullies in parts of that country and around some of 
their cities in Bavaria they could not practice conservation because 
they had divided the farms in areas which were too small. In one 
area 3 miles across there were 8,000 parcels of land. 

Mr. Horrman. The Germans managed to eat, have fairly good 
homes, and munitions of war. 

Mr. Bennett. In certain parts of Germany they have some gullies. 
We have not gotten from Europe very much in the way of soil-con 
servation measures. We got some water-control measures from France 
and some other countries. 

Mr. Horrman. I cannot agree with you. 

Mr. Bennerr. Some of the best farmers on earth are the Germans. 
I agree with that; do you not? 

Mr. Horrman. Sure, and they were a long time before you and I 
were born. 

Mr. Bennett. I was talking about certain conditions in Bavaria. 

Mr. Horrman. You have done a wonderful job with soil conserva- 
tion and you are very proud of it, and justifiably so. What you are 
afraid of are some new fellows coming in throwing monkey wrenches 
in it; is that right? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mr. Horrman. And you and I do not want anybody to monkey with 
something we started ? 

Mr. Bennerr. I am out of it now. Iam testifying for the interests 
of the country. I do not want a job. 

Mr. Horrman. We do not want anybody else fooling around with 
something we think we are responsible for. 

Mr. Bennetr. We all have a stake in this productive land. 

Mr. Horrman. Do you have any information that would lead you 
to think that the people writing this new reorganization plan are 
lacking in ability ? 

Mr. Bewnnerr. I am afraid that they have not had opportunity to get 
adequately acquainted with the problem of erosion and how best to 
handle it. 

Mr. Horrman. You mean Ike has not picked the right fellows ? 

Mr. Bennett. I do not think he picked them. 

Mr. Horrman. That is what your statement boils down to, is is not ? 

Mr. Bennett. They have not had the experience, in my opinion. 
They have not had the opportunity to have the experience, as I see it. 

Mr. Horrman. As a matter of fact, none of these bureaucrats in the 
last 20 years have had actual experience ? 
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Mr. Bennerr. I gave you some of the figures resulting from the 
work. But I hope you do not think that I am just testifying because 
something that I had connection with has been killed—that. is, I am 
afraid it has been killed. 

Mr. Horrman. I just thought you believed you had done a mighty 
good job and you do not want anybody else fooling around with it. 

Mr. Bennett. That is right in a sense; yes, sir 

Mr. Benper. Continue with your statement, Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennerr. I consider the abolishment of the regional offices and 
the scattering of the technical personnel as the most critical blows 
contained in the reorganization. Another blow that could add to the 
damage is an indicated reduction in technical personnel working close 
enough to the districts to help them. Just how much this may amount 
to, no one seems to have been able to figure out from a reorganization 
that has the appearance of an action announced before the essential 
details were worked out. If this is true, the reorganization amounts 
to a trial-and-error proposal, which, as I see it, makes of it nothing 
more nor less than an experiment. 

Long ago, with facts from research and experience from the demon- 
strations of the early 1930’s, we had passed far beyond any trial-and- 
error stage into a solidly sound program of permanent, scientifically 
applied soil conservation. And this raises the question: What point 
is there in substituting an untried program for a program that has 
been tried and proven highly successful in the estimation of those who 
have gone to the trouble of acquainting themselves with the facts? 

You might ask why I feel that the dropping of the regional offices 
hurts the program. 

The principal reasons, from my point of view, are that in these 
offices, facilities essential to the orderly carrying out of a uniformly 
sound program of soil and water conservation were so concentrated 
as to be readily available to each and all of the States within the seven 
natural regional groups of States. Here were located, for ready use in 
the States, a group of experienced, hard-working, practical-minded 
technicians—agronomists, foresters, range-management and wildlife 
specialists—representing skills which, when properly coordinated and 
applied to the land according to its kind and need, constitute the heart 
of the Soil Conservation Service program. The service of these tech- 
nicians were quickly available to the State offices. With this arrange- 
ment upset, and with these most experienced of the Service’s speci alists 
moved not into the State offices but separately to the land-grant col- 
leges—if the press reports are correct and I have not heard of any 
denial. 

Mr. Benver. The Assistant Secretary, about an hour ago, denied that 
that was their intention, that they ever said that that was their 
intention. 

Mr. Bennett. It isa highly complicated thing. They have not sent 
me from the Department one single sheet of information about it. I 
have had a difficult job keeping up with it. Iam terrifically interested 
in it because I know it has done a lot of good and has not cost the 
Federal Government anything. 

Mr. Karsten. Where are these men going to work? Are they going 
to work out of the land-grant colleges ? 

Mr. Benver. Mr. Coke, would you care to comment on that? 
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Mr. Coxe. You are talking about the technical people again ? 

Mr. Karsten. Yes. 

The Coxe. The five groups, is that what you are talking about? 

Mr. Bennett. The technical men in the regional offices, the r ange- 
management people and several others I me tioned. 

Mr. Coxe. The technical men in the regional offices, part of them 
will go into the five technical units wherein they will serve a number 
of States. Others of them will go into the States. 

Mr. Karsten. What do you mean by that, into the States ? 

Mr. Coke. We gave you the figures this morning or this afternoon, 
I believe. 

Mr. Karsten. Where in the States / 

Mr. Coxe. To the State office. 

Mr. Karsten. As distinguished from the land-grant college ? 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Bennerr. According to the information I had when I wrote 
this statement, some of them would go to the State colleges—I must 
admit that some of the information I have may not be precisely right, 
but I did understand that some of them would go, if he was an agrono- 
mist, to that State « ollege where agronomy was a spec lalty, or where it 
was one of their major studies, and if he was particularly interested 
in engineering he might go to a land-grant college where engineering 
was highly specialized in. I was worried about that because it seemed 
to me, if a person wanted to be a conservationist and know something 
about all these problems, he would have to go perhaps to the seven 
colleges of the region. That is the only type of knowledge that can 
win. This is just as much a physical fe ict, in my opinion, as the fact 
that water will not run uphill on its own power. We cannot cultivate 
a 55-percent slope as we are doing in some parts of the country and 
hope to maintain the land, It is as physically impossible as to grant 
a peac th tree ona pear tree, in my opinion. 


Mr. Toutn. You stated: 


& Another blow that could add to the damage is an indicated reduction in 
technical personnel working close enough to the districts to help them 

According to the figures we got this morning from the Agriculture 
Department, there will be an increase of 216 man- years on the State 
level. Is that not closer to the districts than a regional level ? 

Mr. Bennerr. No. I will get to that. 

Mr. Karsten. There will be a reduction of 88 in the technical 
personnel, I understood. 

Mr. Bennett. Too thin distribution of the technical personnel 
what I am afraid of, that would amount to killing time, not carrying 
out a really good program. 

Mr. Tout. You feel a technical man assigned to a regional office 
is closer to the district than a technical man assigned to a State office / 

Mr. Bennerr. Yes. I believe there are 8 States in the regional 
office at Milwaukee, Wis., and 1 or 2 men running out of there, the 
experienced men, can get out to all of the States very easily and rapidly 
and quickly, but if you have got to have that many men for each State 
office—and I am not saying that you do: I cannot quite understand 
this reorganization; I do not see how anybody can. Any reorganiza- 
tion that comes out before they prepare the working details, and the 
working details are what count, is not ready to come out, and yet this 
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is announced, as I understood the testimony this morning, before they 
had worked out the details. They do not know yet what the instru- 
ments to work with are, but we did know in the program of the soil 
conservation before it began. We knew what the job was, what there 
was work to do, and we worked out the instruments ourselves. 

Mr. Tout. Is it not true the more technical help assigned to the State 
you have, the more technical help close to the district you have? 

Mr. Benper. Go ahead with your statement. 

Mr. Karsten. You referred to the seven natural regional groups. 
What do you mean by “natural”? 

Mr. Bennetr. The Great Plains, for example, is one of the most 
natural regions in the country. 

Mr. Karsten. We did not lay that out ? 

Mr. Bennett. No; God Almighty laid that out and it is one of the 
most natural things we have in the United States. The other regions 
are based as nearly as we could base them on the way nature made the 
United States. 

Mr. Karsten. Nature divided it into seven regional areas? 

Mr. Bennerr. Roughly that way. I think we could have gotten 
along with 6; we started out with 11 and as soon as we found we 
did not need that many we reduced the number to 7. 

Mr. Karsten. The biblical figure of seven just crossed my mind. 
Go ahead with your statement. 

Mr. Horrman. As I understand it, one of your complaints is that 
you do not know enough of the details about this reorganization plan. 
Is that it? 

Mr. Bennett. I have learned all I possibly could and have listened 
very attentively to the explanation this morning. I am more con- 
fused now than ever and I am more doubtful now than ever about 
its working satisfactorily. 

Mr. Horrman. You want more of the details; do you not? 

Mr. Bennetr. Yes; you bet we want the details. 

Mr. Horrman. You spent 25 years building this thing up; did you 
not ? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. And they have only had since the 2d of November. 

Mr. Bennett. I said I spent 2 5 years trying to arrive at something 
in the best interest of the United States, Ne: arly everybody was com- 
placent about the security of the land. 

Mr. Horrman. Are you not willing to give them a little more time? 

Mr. Karsten. They have had a year, Mr. Chairman; they have had 
a full year here now and we would like some action. 

Mr. Horrman. Just a second, let me ask you one further question; 
over here on page 1: 

If those responsible for the reorganization should turn deaf ears to this 
reasonable and respectful appeal, then it would seem the only recourse left to the 
peopte would be to carry their appeal to their representatives in Congress. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Horrman. That is just exactly what they did and the Con- 
gress authorized the Secretary of Agriculture—the Congress adopted 
this plan sent down by the President. So, here you have just what 
you said we should do. The President said it was all right to go ahead 
and the Secretary of Agriculture only had the plan to go in effect last 
month and here you are kicking about it. 
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Mr. Bennett. If you are absolutely sure that the Congress approved 
all these things, I am not going to argue about that. 

Mr. Horrman. Certainly the Congress approved of the reorganiza- 
tion scheme of doing this and the Congress adopted this plan, and 
even my colleagues over there voted for it. 

Mr. Bennett. I do not think the Congress wrote out a plan for 
somebody else to do the job. 

Mr, Horrman. Do you not see where it puts the President and the 
Secretary of Agriculture? 

Mr. Bennett. I am not saying a thing about that. 

Mr. Horrman. It will not start off until somebody comes yelling. 

Mr. Bennett. I think it is all right to yell if you see a fire coming. 

Mr. Horrman. That is right, if you have anything to put it out w ith. 

Mr. Bennett. We had something to put it out wit th. 

Mr. Horrman. It looks like they have been fooling around with 
that particular fire for 25 years and now because somebody had a 
different idea, these objections are raised. 

Mr. Bennerr. You have got the 25 years mixed up. It took 25 years 
to arouse some national interest in this problem. Who helped me? 
Congress did not help me; nobody helped me. I did not want to say 
that, but I will say it now because I was the one who did it and nobody 
helped. 

For example, in Fairfield County, S. C., in 1911 when the first 
erosion survey on this earth was made, we found there 146,000 acres 
of formerly cultivated land—the best they had in that county—which 
had been ruined for any further practical cultivation by erosion. 

Mr. Horrman. No one is questioning the judgment of your service. 
All I am saying is that as long as you had your way on this thing 
for so long—you and your associates, and other such people—why not 
let these other fellows try it for as long as the people decided they 
want them to? 

Mr. Bennett. Because I think they are going to throw a spike into 
the program with this trial and error method. That is what we 
were doing during those 25 years. We first had a research program, 
and I, myself, submitted most of the testimony on that. These other 
people that are tearing this thing to pieces were not there; some of 
them perhaps were not even born. 

Mr. Horrman. And you had the Dust Bow], too; did you not? 

Mr. Bennerr. We stopped the original Dust Bowl. 

Mr. Karsren. That is something we inherited, the Dust Bowl. 

Mr. Benper. Will you please go ahead with your statement, Mr. 
Bennett ? 

Mr. Bennett. I think I should do so. We need 3 days for this 
argument here. 

T am asking you here, is it the intention to destroy the coordinated 
system? If so, that means the end of permanent soil conservation, 
for the time being at any rate, and there is no time to waste. I know 
about how much land we have left, but I will not go into that. 

As well as I have been able to understand the intentions, the reorgan- 
ization gives little or nothing to the State offices which they do not 
already have, beyond a number of business-management and clerical 
personnel, so far as I was able to interpret the information I had when 
I prepared this testimony. It puts a soil scientist and an engineer 
in the office. But those services are nothing new. Already a State 
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soil scientist is headquartered at the State office or at the land-grant 
college for handling cooperative relations. The Soil Conservation 
Service has from a few to a dozen or more engineers located in the 
various area offices throughout the State, close to the work. Under 
prereorganization procedure, ‘omplicated engineering plans have been 
referred to a central design section of the regional office. I might 
add there that this office depends upon the workload as to how much 
erosion they have had there and how much engineering they needed 
und also on the size of the State. By putting an engineer in the State 
office, the Engineering Design Section is not done away with. The 
reorganization retains seven field servicing units to provide engineer- 
ing design and watershed planning services. 

The reorganization, as | understand it, puts a soil conservationist on 
the staff of the State office in the bigger States with the higher work- 
load, but there are already two soil conservationists on the staffs in 
the form of assistants to the State conservationist. One of these is 
apparently to remain as an assistant; the other is to become what he 
already is except in title, that is, a soil conservationist. Change in 
titles does not necessarily strengthen the office, so far as I can see. 

I cannot understand how the State offices are to be in any way 
strengthened by the addition of accounting, dispersing, and personnel- 
management help. These overhead services can best be handled as 
at present at a central point—at the regional office. To put them in 
18 or 50 offices instead of 7, means increase in overhead, unnecessary 
duplication of work within the agency itself, and additional cost to 
the taxpayer. Moreover, it not only adds to administrative over- 
head, but gives the State conservationist increased in-doors responsi- 
bility, in my opinion, for looking after his increased clerical duties 
and by the same action takes time away from the main job of carrying 
on soil and water conservation out on the land. 

Mr. Horrman. Mr. Chairman, I have one question which I would 
like to ask at this point. 

Just what additional bookkeeping is there going to be? What do 
you mean when you say the work of the office will be cluttered up with 
hookkeepers? What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Bennerr. We have had very little bookkeeping in the State 
offices. These have been work offices principally. 

Mr. Horrman. What is Mr. Benson going to add to the bookkeeping 
setup / 

Mr. Benner. They will have bookkeepers, purchasing agents, and 
others at 8 offices, where formerly they had but 1. For example, in 
the Milwaukee region. It seems to me this plan would call for 8 book- 
keepers in the 8 State offices. 

Mr. Horrman. Is that what you mean? 

Mr. Bennett. That is what I mean. 

Mr. Horrman. That gets it closer to the States, does it not? 

Mr. Bennett. It is unnecessary, as I see it. It gets pretty deep 
into the pocketbooks of those of us who have to pay increased taxes. 

Mr. Horrman. That is decentralization; is it not ? 

Mr. Bennett. No; I think that is centralization; it is the opposite 
of decentralization. 

Mr. Horrman. It is decentralization, is it not—taking it out of 1 
and spreading it among the 8? 
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Mr. Bennerr. If you leave out the cost and have no interest in how 
much it is going to cost, you might look upon it that way. It would 
be decentralization at the same time the work is diluted, as I see it. 

Mr. Horrman. Each one of the 8 offices might not have 2 or 3 
assistant bookkeepers, either. 

Mr. Bennerr. Well, I do not know, but that is the way it looks 
to me. 

Mr. Horrman. You have not thought of that, have you? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes; I have thought about it, but according to law, 
the bookkeepers have to keep personnel records, purchasing records, 
and so on. 

Mr. Horrman. And they have to keep records of experiments, do 
they not; otherwise their work is not any good ? 

Mr. BENNETT. They do not carry on the experimental work at these 
station offices. 

Mr. Horrman. Do they not keep a record of it ? 

Mr. Bennett. That is kept by the people who carry on the research 
work. 

Mr. Horrman. If they direct a farmer to do something, they put on 
the record what they told him to do, do they not, and then they check 
to see if he did it, and then they check the results, do they not? 

Mr. Bennett. They will have accounting and bookkeeping, but that 
has been done by the State offices 

Mr. Karsren. As I understand the point you are making, where 
you have 1 bookkeeper, 1 stenographer, and 1 accountant now, it may 
later under this plan cause you to have to have 8 stenographers in this 
office, 8 bookkeepers and 8 accountants to take care of the various 
accounts ? 

Mr. Bennerr. Yes, sir; and 8 people to take care of personnel rec- 
ords instead of 1 in the regional office. 

Mr. Horrman. They just took one they had in the regional office 
out into the State? 

Mr. Bennerr. We have had State offices in the Soil Conservation 
Service all along. 

I am afraid the reorganizers have overemphasized administration 
and indoor a at the expense of doing the conservation job and 
the service to farmers it was created by Congress to do. Accounts 
have to be one of course, but cluttering up work offices with book- 
keeping does not get the out-of-door work done on the land. 

We have had State offices in the Soil Conservation Service all 
along. At first there were no regional offices. Our program was proc- 
essed through State offices assisted by specialists from the Washing- 
ton office. This arrangement proved unsatisfactory and expensive. 
For one thing we found that we were moving toward 48 different 
programs going in 48 different directions. 

To correct this and other shortcomings, including slow progress, 
we established the regional offices. One objective was to decentralize 
as much as possible out of Washington—to decentralize—to get as 
close to the work as seemed practicable. Another related aspect of 
the move was to save costs and time by efficient utilization of our 
technical manpower in servicing, close at hand, the largest possible 
area. And still another was, as “already pointed out, to save on over 
head cost by concentration of accounting, disbursing, procurement, 
and personnel records at a central location, again for servicing the 
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largest possible area compatible with efficient and economical 
administration. 

The change brought about almost immediate improvement, par- 
ticularly in speeding up the work, improving quality, and lowering 
cost. 

Now, one final point. I started my career in Government under 
President Theodore Roosevelt and I believe that I have worked under 
more Secretaries of Agriculture than any other living person. 

During all those years I have believed—and I still believe—that 
the conservation of our Nation’s natural resources must never be al- 
lowed to become a partisan political matter. From the beginning, in 
the Soil Conservation Service, I issued the strictest possible orders 
to every single employee against getting mixed up in local, State, or 
National polities. 

Not by the wildest stretch of the imagination could the Soil Con- 
servation Service be called a political agency in the sense that it ever 
engaged in partisan political activities. It is a scientific agency. And 
if we are to survive as a great nation, it must be kept as a scientific 
agency, with enough security against sudden disruption to go ahead 
with the job of helping farmers safeguard and improve their land. 

That is the end of my prepared statement. 

Mr. Benper. Mr. Poff has a question. 

Mr. Porr. I know, Mr. Bennett, in talking a moment ago about 
the viewpoint taken by our district supervisors, you did not intend 
to criticize our Virginia conservation officials? 

Mr. Bennetr. No, I have all the praise in the world for them. 
They are good fellows. Now, some of them can get off the beam just 
like the Department of Agriculture got so darn far off that I am won- 
dering if it can get back on the beam. 

Mr. Porr. You would not, also, undertake to compare unfavorably 
the Virginia conservation officials with any other State officials— 
those of North Carolina, for instance ? 

Mr. Bennerr. Well, they are good boys, as I have known them; I 
have had no complaint against them. 

Mr. Porr. I see. All right, that is all. 

Mr. Benper. I believe Mr. Fountain has a question. 

Mr. Fountain. As I understand it from what you say, this so-called 
decentralization plan has been tried and it did not work? 

Mr. Bennetr. That is right. 

Mr. Benner. I believe Mr. Karsten has another question. 

Mr. Karsten. You mentioned one point in your prepared state- 
ment and that was that you would have 48 separate programs. Do 
you believe under this new setup that we might come up with 48 sep- 
arate programs ? 

Mr. Bennett. I certainly do believe so. 

Mr. Karsten. That is, that each State would have its own? 

Mr. Bennett. That is right. 

Mr. Karsten. Just one final question: In the last part of your 
statement you talk about a “political agency.” Do you think that this 
plan might make it possible for the Soil Conservation Service to de- 
generate into a political agency as distinguished from a scientific 
agency / 
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Mr. Bennert. I would not like to get into that. I do not know 
much about politics and I have stayed out of it. I have fought for 
soil conservation all along. 

Mr. Karsten. Well, we will not ask you for that. 

Mr. Bennett. I was raised down in southern North Carolina where 
I never saw a Republican until I was 14 years old, so if I have any 
deficiencies, maybe it is because of that. 

Mr. Horrman. The witness seems to be well qualified, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Benper. I believe the counsel has a question which he would 
like to ask. 

Mr. Tou. In view of the shortage of information that you had, do 
you feel that you will be better able to comment on this entire reor gan 
ization plan after all the facts are in and you have the facts and sta 
tistics that are going to implement the program ¢ 

Mr. Bennerr. Well, I think so. When we get those—if we get 
them—judging from what I heard today, it might make me much 
more fearful with respect to what was going on. I did not know that 
we had done so much with so little of the working tools ready to use. 
I believe before you get ready to tell the farmer you are coming over 
to plow his field for him, you should have a horse and a plow and be 
ready, or otherwise not tell him you are ready to do the job. 

Mr. Benper. I observed our chairman reading that last paragraph 
of Mr. Bennett’s statement, and possibly he has some questions at this 
point which he might want to ask on that last statement. 

Mr. Horrman. Well, with your permission, I think I do have 2 or 

I have the highest regard for your opinion in the field in which you 
are apparently “familiar with over the years, and I realize that most 
of the’soil erosion and the damage was in the South where you have 
lived so long. We do not have that in the North. Your statement 
here, “Not by the wildest stretch of the imagination could the Soil 
Conservation Service be called a political agency in the sense 
that it ever engaged in partisan political activities” indicates to me 
that you apparently just do not know what is going on down on the 
ground level. I have lived among them and you have been here in 
Washington. 

Mr. Bennett. I know what has been going on. 1, myself, have con- 
tacted by letter and telephone and in person, along with the help of 
those in my immediate office, more than 100,000 applicants for jobs 
and I have never asked a single one of them, that I can remember, 
anything about his politics, but I have asked all of them what their 
experience was and education and what they could do, and if they 
thought they would like this kind of work. 

Mr. Horrman. Some of the Members of Congress know by actual 
experience, day by day, of the political work of some of these people. 
We know because we have been up against it. 

Mr. Karsren. I have been around here as long as you have, Mr. 
Hoffman, and I do not know about it. 

Mr. Horrman. Maybe they are all Democratse down in your coun 
try, as they are in his. 

Mr. Bennett. I had never seen these fellows before. 

Mr. Horrman. Pardon me, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry that you 
suggested that I ask some questions. 
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Mr. Benver. Thank you very much, Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennerr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Benner. The next witness is Mr. Waters S. Davis, Jr., presi- 
dent, National Association of Soil Conservation Districts. 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman, could I ask the other two members if 
they could sit up here with me, Mr. Fuqua and Mr. Heidrich? 

Mr. Karsren. The other two gentlemen are Mr. Nolen J. Fuqua, 
national vice president, and Mr. George R. Heidrich, area vice 
president. 


You may proceed, Mr. Davis. 


STATEMENT OF WATERS S. DAVIS, JR., PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS 


Mr. Davis. First of all, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you very, 
very much indeed for this opportunity to present our case. We are 
very, very grateful. 

I also would like to Say, whether or not it is for the record it is 
immaterial, that we are a bunch of amaturs and that our prepared 
statement has been made without advice of counsel. We do not have 
any counsel in our outfit. 

Mr. Benper. Would you prefer, Mr. Davis, to appear in the morn- 
ing rather than this evening 2 

Mr. Davis. I would, if it is all right with you, because we have 
quite a number of points to bring out. 

Mr. Benpver. I imagine that some of the members of the subecommit 
tee would prefer that you appear in the morning rather than this 
evening, and I think we will adjourn the meeting of the subcommittee 
now to meet again at 9:30 tomorrow morning. 

Mr. Davis. All right; that will be fine. 

(Thereupon, the subcommittee adjourned at 4:35 p. m., to meet 
again at 9:30 a.m., Friday, December 4, 1953.) 
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FRIDAY, DECEMBER 4, 1953 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic ACCOUNTS OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 9:30 a.m. in room 1310, New House Office 
suilding, Hon. George H. Bender (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Mr. Benpver. The subcommittee will come to order. The first wit- 
ness will be Mr. Waters S. Davis, accompanied by Mr. Nolen J. Fuqua 
and Mr. George R. Heidrich. 


STATEMENT OF WATERS S. DAVIS, JR., PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS; ACCOMPANIED 
BY NOLEN J. FUQUA, NATIONAL VICE PRESIDENT, DUNCAN, 
OKLA.; GEORGE HEIDRICH, EASTERN AREA VICE PRESIDENT, 
CHARLES TOWN, W. VA.; AND WILLIAM L. SOUTHWORTH, PRO- 
GRAM ADVISER 


Mr. Davis. Gentlemen of the subcommittee, as I started to testify 
yesterday, our testimony is gotten up without advice of counsel, and it 
may prove amateurish. If so, that is why. We are strictly amateurs 
in this business. I will go on now with my testimony. 

My name is Waters 8S. Davis, Jr. My home is near League City, 
Tex., where I own and operate a 4,000-acre ranch which I keep entirely 
in grass for beef production. I also own and operate four other places 
in Texas on which I also produce livestock and a variety of other crops 
such as cotton, grain, and timber. 

I am appearing before you today as both a farmer and the president 
of the National Association of Soil Conservation Districts. 

My statement is in fact a joint statement representing the combined 
views of Mr. Nolen J. Fuqua of Duncan, Okla., our national vice presi- 
dent, Mr. George Heidrich of Charles Town, W. Va., eastern area vice 
president, and my own. Mr. Fuqua and Mr. Heidrich are both present 
today and will be happy to answer any questions which members of 
the committee may care to ask. 

Mr. Fuqua, Mr. Heidrich and I are donating our services to our 
country. We are nonsalaried officials of locally organized and locally 
managed soil conservation districts. 

There are about 13,000 other farmers and ranchers in the United 
States just like us. Together, we represent a volunteer force of patri- 


91 
51779—54——7 








92 REORGANIZATION OF THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 


otic Americans whose services, I feel sure, could not be purchased at 
any price. 

We donate our time, effort, and our own money, to the cause of soil 
conservation out of a sense of civic duty. We are convinced that soil 
conservation is vital to our country’s survival. We know from first- 
hand, personal experience that soil conservation is the very first essen- 
tial of a prosperous, stable agriculture in America. 

But there is another very great reason why we are so interested in 
soil conservation and our own democratically organized soil conserva- 
tion districts. 

That reason is local eee. In our soil conservation dis- 
tricts we have discovered a practical way to give many, many people 
an active, day-by-day part in solving their own prob lems, in their own 
way, at the barest minimum of cost to the American taxpayer. We 
believe that soil conservation districts are the best example in the coun- 
try today of democracy actually at work. We have proven over and 
over again that people do not have to take all their troubles to Wash- 
ington if they just have the means of getting together and solving them 
at home. Soil conservation districts provide that means, at least when 
it comes to handling problems of erosion, soil fertility, flood preven- 
tion, wildlife improvement, and many other things. 


OUR NATIONAL ASSOCLATION 


Now a few words about our National Association of Soil Conserva- 
tion See I think it is most important that you realize that our 
association is financed entirely by donations. Our budget is very 
modest. We e ask individual soil conservation districts about the coun- 
try—there are now about 2,500 of these—to make small contributions 
each year to help support their national organization. In addition, 
many private business firms such as farm-equipment manufacturers, 
fertilizer companies, feed and seed producers and distributors, bankers, 
and others contribute to our cause. 

Secondly, it is important for this committee to know that our asso- 
ciation is militantly nonpartisan so far as party politics is concerned. 
Our association is composed of people of all shades of political belief. 
I doubt if anyone knows—surely I don’t—whether we have more Re- 
publican members than Democrats, or vice versa 

I can tell you this, however, that when it comes to soil conservation, 
99 pere ent of the soil conservation districts leaders of America will put 
their country first and their party politic s second, as we are now doing 
and always have done. 

In all frankness, I must tell you that the national officers of our 
association, including Mr. Fuqua, Mr. Heidrich and myself, are 
gravely concerned by an apparent determined effort that is now under 
way to make soil conservation a partisan, political issue. We are resist- 
ing this with all our strength and I assure you that we will continue to 
resist with all the power at our command. 


UNITS OF LOCAL SELF-GOVERN MENT 


Now I would like to explain in some detail what a soil conservation 
district is: In brief, it is a group of farmers who have banded together 
legally, for the specific purpose of doing something on their own ini- 
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tiative about soil and water conservation. It may be a small group 
including just a dozen or so farmers ina valley. Or it may be a large 
group, including all the farmers in several counties. 

Alabama has only 12 soil conservation districts in the whole State 
while Kentucky, just north of it, and about the same size, has about 
120, I believe. Some districts are formed on the lines of natural water 
sheds. Others base their boundaries on the types of farming prevalent 
In particular sections. 

Soil conservation districts are formed under State laws, much like 
school districts, drainage districts, or sanitation districts. All States 
and the United States Territories have laws making this possible. 
While the laws vary from State to State, they all have several things 
in common. 

The most important point in common is that soil conservation dis 
tricts can only be formed by the democratic procedures of petition, 
public hearing, and referendum. Or in other words, farmers must 
first want a soil conservation district and ask for it, the issue must 
be discussed in open public meeting, and it must be voted on at the 
rolls. 

When all of these things have been done and farmers vote “yes,” a 
soil conservation district becomes a legal unit of State government. 
People in the district then elect their own officers from among their 
neighbors. In some States, only a majority of the officers are elected 
locally; others are appointed by the State agency which administers 
the soil conservation district law. 

Differing from other units of Government, districts nowhere have 
the right of eminent domain, nor, with rare, minor exceptions do 
they have even extremely limited taxing powers. They are true, local, 
grassroots self-government, a cherished American tradition. 

Our own leaflet, “The Why, What, and How of Soil Conservation 
Districts,” tells the story of our movement. I would appreciate let- 
ting it be placed in the record as our exhibit A. 

Mr. Benver. Without objection, it will be so included. 

(Exhibit A is as follows :) 

ExHiBit A 


THE Wuy, WHAT, AND How oF Soi. CONSERVATION Districts 
Conservation, Development, Self-Government 


OUR FIGHT 


Do you know what soil-conservation districts are? 

And what we are fighting for? 

Almost 200 years ago, Americans in 13 colonies organized a revolution and 
fought King George III. 

In World War I we fought the German Kaiser and imperialism. 

Not long ago we fought Mussolini and fascism. 

We fought Hitler and the Nazi ides 

Now we are fighting again—against the Communist aggression that threatens 
us from both the east and west. 

From the beginning, Americans have fought for a great principle—the 
principle that free men can govern themselves successfully, without a dictator, 
king, or fuehrer. We have fought and are still fighting for personal liberty and 
the dignity of the individual. We are determined that our families shall have 
the opportunity to live in peace and safety, without threats of violence or fear 
of compulsion. 
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Our Government is founded on the principle that we—all of us together— 
have the spirit and the ability to decide for ourselves the actions we want to 
take together in our joint interest and common welfare. This is what we fight 
for. This is a representative self-government—the best Government and the 
best society that men and women have ever enjoyed on earth. This is the kind 
of government and society that offers the greatest advantages in personal liberty 
and the greatest opportunities for accomplishment. 

This is the form the spirit, and the practice of soil-conservation districts. 


Freemen can govern themselves 


Americans have decided they want to protect their land and water resources. 
But there is no man in Washington who can order all the people to apply modern 
soil-conservation measures. So, we have organized ourselves, freely and volun- 
tarily, to do the job according to the principle of self-government in watersheds, 
counties, and communities all over the country. 

Our organization is the soil-conservation district—free, local, representative 
self-government in the best tradition of America. 

The farmers and ranchers of the soil-conservation district decide for them- 
selves what they want to do in their district about soil and water conservation, 
when they want to do it, where they want to do it, who they want to help them, 
and how they want to do it. 
lreemen Can organize 

A soil-conservation district is organized by the citizens of a watershed, county, 
or community under the provisions of State law. It is a subdivision of the 
State government. But the soil-conservation district is not directed by the 
governor, the State legislature, or any agency of the State government. And 
it is not directed by the Federal Government in any way. 

A soil-conservation district is directed only by the citizens of the district— 
the land owners and operators who organized it in the first place. Through 
an elected governing body, usually called a board of district supervisors, com- 
posed of citizens of the district, they direct and manage their own soil-conserva- 
tion programs and affairs. 

he soil-conservation district is American self-government. 

And the right to continue American self-government is one of the great rights 
for which we work and fight and sacrifice. It is one of the rights Americans 
have died for in the past and now, again, are defending with their lives and all 
their resources, 

WHY SOIL-CONSERVATION DISTRICTS ? 


Never have the people of a free country fuced a greater challenge to their 
resourcefulness and ability than the challenge of soil and water conservation. 
Here is a real test of self-government. 

Our land and water resources, as we know, are the very foundation of our 
fabulous industrial and agricultural strength. They are the principal source of 
our wealth. Our great cities, with all their complex activities, are dependent 
directly on these resources. Our material standard of living—highest on earth 
is built largely on the abundance and fruitfulness of American land and water. 

Over the years, though, our use of these resources has been accompanied by 
accelerated soil erosion, ruinous floods, sedimentation of our reservoirs and 
harbors, and other forms of severe damage to land and water. Our agricul- 
tural productive capacity has been reduced by this damage—and is still being 
reduced. It now costs us more—more in fertilizer, seed, machinery, equipment, 
and labor—to produce a bushel of wheat or a bale of cotton than it did before 
we hurt our land. 

Modern farming methods and new plant varieties, like hybrid corn, are holding 
our production at high levels, it is true. But what if we had not damaged 
our land? Modern developments would have brought us unparalleled increases 
in production per acre and per farm at little rise in cost. If we do not stop 
damaging our land and water resources our very ability to produce adequately 
for our ever-increasing needs will be threatened. Most certainly the cost of 
production will go up and up. 


Some alternatives 


With so much at stake, the temptation was to use the power of the Federal 
Government, or the State governments, to compel the control of erosion and put 
a halt to excessive land and water exploitation. There are still people in the 
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country who say we should—people who say the job is so urgent and so important 
we cannot afford to wait for the process of self-government to function. 

But in all parts of the country there were farmers and ranchers who said they 
were both willing and able to take on tie job. Soil-conservation leaders in 
Washington and elsewhere agreed they should. There was a certain amount 
of experience to indicate they would. And always there was the fact that in 
a free country like America, the farmers and ranchers themselves own the land 
they cultivate and graze. Still, the alternatives of State or Federal Government 
on the one hand, or responsible, local self-government on the other, remained 
Time for decision 

In the early 1930’s, the pyramid of mounting soil erosion, floods, and land 
damage was topped by monstrous duststorms, sweeping soil from the plains over 
large areas of the country. Coupled with the depression, thousands of farm 
families were faced with poverty and forced to move. 

By the middle 1930's, the time for decision grew near. Conservation leaders 
studied the wind-erosion-control districts of Texas and the grazing districts of 
Montana. They studied the Miami and Muskingum Conservancy District of 
Ohio. They analyzed the experience of the Soil Conservation Service with its 
early erosion-control projects and the Civilian Conservation Corps camp areas. 
Everywhere it Was apparent that really effective soil-conservation work was done 
faster and better when the farmers themselves took a large and active part in 
the job. Where Government men did the job farmers didn’t understand what 
was being done or why. And when the Government men left, the farmers didn't 
maintain the work. 

Out of all this experience the soil conservation district idea was born. The 
men most concerned with conservation realized that as long as land was used 
by free people, the people themselves must organize to use it safely and perma- 
nently. They understood that though the soil of America is of concern to all 
Americans, no agency of Government—even one with police powers—could bring 
proper land use to our farms, forests, and ranges. State and Federal agencies 
could help, but the users of the land themselves would have to shoulder a heavy 
part of the burden. 


Enabling legislation 


With these ideas in mind, on February 26, 1937, the President of the United 
States wrote the governors of all the States. He asked that each State legislature 
pass enabling acts permitting, but not forcing, local landowners and occupiers to 
join together legally into soil-conservation districts. With that letter he enclosed 
What was called a standard State soil conservation district law. None of the 
States passed the standard law verbatim; they made modifications to suit local 
conditions, and many of them have since been amended. 

By May 1947, each of the 48 States, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin 
Islands, had passed laws permitting, by vote of the local people, the formation of 
soil-conservation districts. $y 1958 about 2,500 soil-conservation districts had 
been organized. They covered more than SO percent of America’s farmland. 

This phenomenal growth is a tribute to the basic concepts of soil-conservation 
districts—that our land must be kept permanently productive and the people 
themselves must assume the main responsibility for doing the job. 


WHAT ARE SOTL-CONSERVATION DISTRICTS ? 


Erosion has a chain of reactions. Soil washes off a field and finally piles up in 
a reservoir behind a man-made dam. A gully creeps up the slope without regard 
to fences, property lines, county lines, or State lines. Dust from a bare field 
buries a neighbor’s wheat. Water rushes off overgrazed pastures to flood the 
land and towns below. 

The only American answer to these problems is for people to cooperate in their 
solution. The machinery for such cooperation is a soil-conservation district. 

The wording of the laws permitting the formation of soil-conservation districts 
varies from State to State. But the State laws do follow a general pattern, 
The administration of the laws is in the hands of State soil conservation com- 
mittees, board or commissions. The men who make up these committees are 
usually State agricultural department heads, or active farmers or ranchers, or 
both. They receive no Federal funds nor are they under any form of Federal 
control, 
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low districts are formed 

lo form a soil-conservation district, a group of farmers or ranchers petitions 
the State committee. The petition gives the need for the formation of the district 
and its proposed boundaries. The State committee then holds public hearings to 
decide if there is enough local interest to form a successful district. If the State 
committee finds that many local people want a district, it holds a referendum 
Chis referendum is similar to any other special election Each landowner and 


operator is entitled to vote " eR * or ‘no” on whether he wants a district. If 
enough vote “ves” the district is established It is granted a certificate of organi 
ition by the State It then becomes a unit of government similar to counties, 


es, and drainage or irrigation districts 

An important difference between soil-conservation districts and other units 

government is that districts nowhere have the power of eminent domain. 
{nd only in Colorado and California may they levy taxes 

Funds for operating soil-conservation districts come from State appropria- 
tions and voluntary contributions from interested citizens or groups. Some 
districts develop other sources, such as the renting of machinery. 

More than half of the States have provisions in their laws permitting districts 


to adopt land-use regulations In every instance, they are self-regulations. 
They can be adopted only by the people of the district themselves. The people 
vote on the exact wording of the proposed regulations And they vote only 
after public hearings. The people themselves have the power to say how the 
and shall be treated just as they have the power to mortgage themselves by 
bond issues. So far, land-use regulations have been adopted by the people in 
only a few districts in three States. But the right to adopt them is in more 


than half of the State laws for nse when and if the people believe they are 


needed 
Ho districts are governed 


Soil-conservation districts are governed by local citizens The members of 
the governing bodies are called supervisors in most States. In some their title 
is commissioner or director. Generally supervisors donate their time and pay 
their own expenses. In some States they receive a small per diem and travel 
allowance ont of local or State funds In no case are they on the Federal 
payroll 

Most State laws provide that each soil-conservation district shall have. five 
supervisors. The usual provision is that 3 shall be elected locally and 2 ap- 
pointed by the State soil-conservation committee. The supervisors must be local 
citizens. Usually they must also be active landowning farmers or ranchers. 

Through their district governing body, local people formulate their own soil- 


conservation progran This governing body—nsually called a board of super- 
visors——directs the activities of the district. It also coordinates the conservation 


efforts of various State and Federal agencies and other organizations. Where 
funds permit district-owned equipment, the governing body controls the use of 
it. The governing body also handles the district’s money and signs the checks. 

In brief, soil-conservation districts are a true example of local self-government. 
The people of a community join together voluntarily and legally to solve their 
own problems in their own way 


HOW SOIL-CONSERVATION DISTRICTS OPERATE 


\fter the governing body of a new soil-conservation district takes office, 
it appoints and calls together committees of farmers. These committees make 
studies of the agricultural and economic conditions within the district. They 
get the advice and assistance of Government and private agencies. Then they 
develop their own plan of action 

Reports of these committees are published as the district’s program and plan 
of work. Since no two districts are exactly alike, the programs and plans all 
differ from each other. But each of them represents the opinions and plans of 
the local people. And each can be amended by the local people when they see 
the need. 

How districts get technical assistance 

Soil-conservation districts soon discover that the successful management of 
land is closely related to water management. They also discover that both 
present problems that only skilled technicians can solve. To secure the needed 
technical assistance, soil-conservation districts normally apply to the United 
States Department of Agriculture for the facilities of the Soil Conservation 
Service. The Soil Conservation Service furnishes technical help to the district 
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on the basis of an agreement with the governing body. This agreement includes 
a promise that Soil Conservation Service technicians will be removed from ¢ 
district on 60 days’ notice from the governing body. This provision protects soil- 
conservation districts from bureaucratic control. But so far it has never been 
necessary to invoke this safeguard. 

In addition to Soil Conservation Service technical assistance, districts get 
educational and other kinds of help from other local, State, Federal, and private 
sources. Each has its place in helping the work of the district. 

The application for assistance 

The district furnishes assistance only to farmers or ranchers who apply for 
it. The application is made to the district governing body. The way of granting 
this assistance is a matter for the district to decide. In the interest of efficiency, 
applications for individual farmers or ranchers are tabled by some districts until 
groups of them have an opportunity to join together. Other districts give first 
priority to arrears in critical need of protection from floods. Such decisions are 
tiade by the district governing bodies in the best interest of whole districts. 

The land-capability inventory 

After the district governing body approves a farmer's application, it requests 
the Soil Conservation Service to make a scientific inventory of the farmer’s land. 
This is done by a specially trained, experienced technician. On an aerial photo- 
graph of the farm he makes a map that shows the soil, slope, degree of erosion, 
land use, and other important physical features. Using this inventory, the 
farmer and the farm-conservation planner of the Soil Conservation Service 
together work out a conservation plan for the farm. They decide how each field, 
pasture, and woodlot should be treated and managed to conserve the land and, 
at the same time, accomplish the most desirable sustained production. 


The cooperative agreement 


The conditions show by the land inventory, what the farmer or raicier 
agrees to do about them, and what help the district will supply are all written 
down on what is known as a cooperative agreement. It is also the farm or 
ranch conservation plan. Each has a copy of the photographic map and a map 
showing what conservation work the farmer or rancher intends to do over his 
entire unit. Such an agreement becomes effective only after the approval of 
the district governing body. ‘The only ones who sign the cooperative agree- 
ment are the landowner and operator and the officers of the district. There 
is no compulsion involved. The district agrees to furnish the technical help 
to carry out the conservation practices. These are the practices the farmer 
or rancher himself says he needs to protect and improve his land. If he doesn’t 
do his part, the district simply cancels his name off the list of those receiving 
assistance. That is the only penalty involved. 

These complete farm and ranch conservation plans are becoming more and 
more popular every year. On June 30, 1952, more than 1,720,000 were in effect 
on more than 322 million acres. Another 200,000 farmers and ranchers, own 
ing about 60 million acres, were then on the waiting list. 

Why are districts popular? 

There are two main reasons for the tremendous demands for the facilities of 
soil-conservation districts—pride and profit. Farmers and ranchers are fast be- 
coming ashamed to own a gully or a blowing said dune. They are as proud of 
the new conservation agriculture as their wives are of new kitchens with all 
the modern equipment. 

And these modern soil-conservation farming programs put money in the farm 
ers’ and ranchers’ bank account. Crop, grazing, and timber yields of soil-con 
servation district cooperators have increased about 35 percent, on the average, 
while production costs have generally declined. Then, too, farming scientifically 
according to the conservation plan saves money for the owner by insuring that 
the practices are applied correctly the first time. There is no need to pay 
for costly mistakes caused by bad guesses. 

Through soil-conservation districts, the landowners of America are keeping 
the land in good, productive condition to meet the requirements of their country 
in war and peace—and also for future generations. They are protecting the 
very base of their own and the Nation’s prosperity. 

In the years ahead, soil-conservation districts offer America the greatest 
opportunity it has had in modern times to strengthen its ideal of self-gov- 
ernment and solve at the same time one of the most fundamental problems— 
the protection of its vital land and water resources. 
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So that Soil Conservation Districts and others may obtain 
additional copies of this booklet for wide distribution, the - 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION 


DISTRICTS, LEAGUE CITY, TEXAS, will supply them at 
$4.25 per 100, when remittance accompanies order, or 
C. O. D. with postage fees added. 
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The back cover has a map showing the latest geographic distribu- 
tion of our now over 2,500 locally organized, locally managed soil- 
conservation districts. 

Our platform, basically, and in the words of Dr. Hugh H. Bennett, 
is to help our neighbors to “use each acre of agricultural land within 
its capabilities and to treat each acre of agricultural land in accord 
ance with its needs for protection and improvement.” For some years 
that has also been the declared soil-conservation policy of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. 


THE SOLL CONSERVATION SERVICE 


The function of the Soil Conservation Service in this work is to 
furnish soil-conservation districts with skilled technical assistance 
to show land operators how to conserve and improve their soil scien- 
tifically, efficiently, and with economic benefit. 

Though we have close working relations and agreements with 
many other State and Federal agencies, our concern with the Soil 
Conservation Service is much deeper than mere friendship with in- 
dividuals, or even a more or less casual interest in a cause. Our case 
goes far beyond, say, even the interest a fishing and hunting club may 
show in the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Ours is a genuine partnership. It is almost, but not quite, a legal 
partnership, formally entered into through a memorandum of under- 
standing with the Secretary of Agriculture. A sample of this docu- 
ment is our exhibit B. 

Much has been made of this program increasing local self-govern- 
ment. You will note the second paragraph of exhibit B, which 
Says: 

Since its organization, the district has adopted a program outlining in 
general its long-time objectives, a copy of which is also attached. 

The important part of that is the program in the soil-conservation 
districts has to be first gotten up by the local people themselves. 1 
have forgotten what the formality is. That goes in before the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture signs this memorandum of understanding with 
the district, and in here somewhere—I can find it if I take the time 
is the word “concur.” In other words, the Secretary of Agriculture 
either approves or disapproves. He concurs if that is what the 
people want to do. That is all right with him. 

We believe that is a most important part that a lot of people miss, 
especially when they are talking about local control. The local pro- 
gram is gotten up and it is amended from time to time. Mr. Heidrich 
says he amends his every year. I have not been that assiduous in my 
own district. We have amended ours 3 or 4 times. 

Mr. Benver. Do I understand that you are opposing this plan? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Benpver. Am I correct in saying that in yesterday morning’s 
newspaper there was a story carried to the effect that this organiza- 
tion supported the plan? 

Mr. Davis. That was an unfortunate occurrence. 

Mr. Benver. Is that correct? 

Mr. Davis. No, sir; we are not supporting the plan. 

Mr. Benver. Who is supporting it? 
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Mr. Davis. That was an unfortunate bobble. 

Mr. Benper. Do you represent the majority opinion of your 
membership ¢ 

Mr. Davis. I have been elected president four. times in a row. 

Mr. Benner. Your statement here is not one that was submitted to 
the soil-conservation districts, and you are not the voice of the districts 
themselves, or the representatives of these districts, speaking here 
today. You are speaking for Mr. Davis: is that correct ? 

Mr. Davis. I do not think so, 

Mr. Benner. Have you had a meeting of your organizations? 

Mr. Davis. We had a directors’ meeting in October. 

Mr. Benpver. Before this plan became effective ? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Benper. Has there been any change in the attitude of your 
organization since that time? 

Mr. Davis. Not substantially. There have been some defections. 
I will admit. There have been some defections here lately. 

Mr. Benver. I saw the article in the paper. In fact, it was called 
to my attention by one of our staff. 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Benner. I was curious to know just how true that statement 
was. 

Mr. Davis. That, as I say, was an unfortunate occurrence. 

Mr. Benper. Who is responsible for releasing the information on 
which the story was based ? 

Mr. Davis. May I ask Mr. Southworth to answer that? He is the 
one who does a good deal of our editing. 

Mr. Benper. I have had called to my attention here an exhibit 
which we will, without objection, have included as a part of the record; 
that is a bulletin issued by the headquarters at League City, Tex., 
November 17, 1953. It is a Tuesday letter, and there is a drawing on 
it saying “Victory Close,” and from reading this I would say that it 
appears to be pretty much an endorsement of the program. 

(The release referred to is reproduced on pages 101 and 102.) 

Mr. Benper. In addition to that, T have a telegram addressed to 
Mr. Ezra Benson. Secretary, United States Department of Agricul- 
ture, signed by Mr. Waters S. Davis, Jr., president of the National 
Association of Soil Conservation Districts. It reads as follows: 

After reading your press release of November 16 we hasten to add con- 
gratulations from our association on the splendid expression of your conviction 
of the need for a strong national program of soil and water conservation. 
Also greatly appreciate your stressing so forcefully the continuing important 
role of soil-conservation districts. Cordially invite you be dinner speaker 
our New Orleans convention Tuesday evening, February 23. Am publishing your 
November 16 press release and this telegram in coming Tuesday letter. To also 
publish your reply in the same issue necessary that it reach me at League City, 
Tex., by late afternoon, Monday, November 23. 

Waters S. Davis, Jr., 
President, National Association of Soil Conservation Districts. 

Apparently vou are congratulating him on this particular subject. 

Mr. Davis. We very decidedly congratulated him on what he said 
in that news release. We believe that was a great forward step. If 
vou notice the wording of that telegram carefully, vou see we con- 
gratulated him on the expression of conviction. 
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Mr. Karsten. Was the telegram an endorsement of the reorganiza- 
tion plan? 

Mr. Davis. No,sir. It was an endorsement of his public statements 
which we think are fine. 

Mr. Karsten. What about this news release Mr. Bender spoke of ? 

Mr. Benner. I will read paragraph 5: 

The Soil Conservation Service has a new administrator, Don Williams, who 
is a truined and true friend of soil-conservation districts. Don literally came 
up through the ranks of the SCS. He knows the organization from top to bottom. 
His appointment is a real victory for soil-conservation districts. Before you 
raised your storm of protest, newspaper reports had it that the new boss of 
SCS would be chosen from a list of candidates in the land-grant colleges. 

I do not quite understand the difference in your point of view. 

Mr. Davis. We believe, Mr. Bender, the appointment of Mr. Wil- 
liams is a splendid step. 

Mr. Benper. | find another clipping here, and this article must be 
from a local paper: 

Officials of the National Association of Soil Conservation Districts apparently 
changed their minds again yesterday and decided they do not like Secretary 
Ezra Renson’s plan to reorganize the Agriculture Department. 

You see how confused we are as a result of reading your releases and 
the testimony. On one day you take a position favorable; on another 
day you take an unfavorable position, and of course you can appre- 
ciate the confusion in our minds regarding your actual position. 

Mr. Davis. May I see the exhibit that you are reading from, the 
photostatic exhibit? What we are doing in here, Mr. Bender, is con- 
gratulating the Secretary on the expressions of approval of soil 
conservation, and things like that that have never come on before. 
This may possible be better off the record, but you may decide later. 
We also were very much pleased with releases earlier this week. I am 
sure you know what I am referring to. 

Mr. Benper. I do not know. 

Mr. Karsten. I do not know. 

Mr. Davis. When the President went over to the Secretary’s office 
and talked about this small watershed. I think that is a history- 





arte 


ERO 


rtbenr seve 





7 
: 


one hoe 


vee ee 





REORGANIZATION OF THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 103 


making statement. I think the statements the Secretary has been 
making are history-making. On those points we very heartily con- 
gratulate him. We are perfectly willing to congratulate him, and 
we do, on the modifications that, are being made in the original pro 
posal, whatever it is, but as far as being satisfied at the moment, we 
are not. 

Mr. Tot. I think possibly the point which Mr. Bender is bringing 
out, Mr. Davis, is contained in your first two paragraphs of your Tues 
day letter of November 17, 1953, in which you said the following: 

Storms of protest from soil conservation districts from all parts of America 
including Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands—have brought 
complete victory close at hand. 

The fight was for a unified, effective, crusading technical service to assure 
that conservation, development, and self-government did not perish. 

Victory, your victory, is might close. 

I think that is what Mr. Bender is referring to. 

Then you go on and say 


There is what your storm of protest has accomplished so far 


and you list six points that you now favor with regard to the reorgani 
zation plan. Then you say: 


With complete and final victory almost here 


and you go on to quote comments made at the Soil Conservation Soci 
ety of America, and that gives the overall impression that your organ- 
ization is now pretty we I] satisfied with the reorganization plan as it 
is today. Can you comment on that ? 

Mr. Davis. It can be interpreted that way, I presume. As a matter 
of fact, it would not take but a little more movement in this thing to 
make it all right. It will involve probably basic concepts. A little 
more mechanics of the thing will make it a pretty good outfit. 

Mr. Tou. Your organization is not so opposed to the plan as you 
were back in October ? 

Mr. Davis. We are not nearly as opposed to it as we were on 
October 13. 

Mr. Totu. That is the last time you discussed the thing with the 
board of directors, that time in October ? 

Mr. Davis. No. We discussed it on October 20, the State busi 
ness. We have been congenitally opposed to that all the time. 

Mr. Karsten. You say a few changes would make the plan more 
palatable, or perhaps satisfactory to you. Can you tell us what those 
few changes might be? 

Mr. Davis. Sure. Put these scattered technicians back together 
again where they can work as a team. 

Mr. Karsten. Reestablish the regional offices? 

Mr. Davis. You do not necessarily have to go that far. That would 
make it even better, but such vast change has been made since that 
original chart came out that we cannot help feeling there has been 
tremendous progress. There has not been enough yet. There are 
very serious questions in our minds, as I will show. I am quite cer 
tain that our group, knowing all these facts, would feel just as we do. 
I know that from my own mail. 

Mr. Tot. Are you sure the changes you referred to as having 
occurred since the original chart came out have been actual changes, 
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or is it possible that they are simply clarifications of what the original 
plan was in the first place ? 

Mr. Davis. I am sure you will get two points of view on that. Our 
position is they are r: adical changes. 

Mr. Tou. For instance, the changing of the name from “State 
directors” to “State conservationists,” do you consider that a radical 
change / 

Mr. Davis. No, because the status of the civil-service rating of the 
now State director has been changed from the civil-service rating of 
the State director before. I did not know that until just recently, 

Mr. Toin. In No. 4 you say: 


the Secretary has now publicly stated that he has no intention of turning 
the technical job of soil conservation over to land-grant colleges and State 
extension services 

Evidently you were not aware, Mr. Davis, that the Secretary has 
made that promise all along and had made a firm commitment on that 
point to the Agriculture Committee of the House long before the 
plan Was ever adopted. Therefore that cannot be considered as Aa 
change, can it? That is more or less a clarification in your mind of 
the Secretary’s intention all along? 

Mr. Davis. Not entirely. I bring some points out later on, if you 
want to bring them up out of order. That will be all right. 

Mr. Benper. Proceed in your own way. All we are looking for 
is to have this situation cleared a so we will know exactly. 

Mr. Davis. If there is any doubt in your mind, we are still “agin” it. 

Mr. Benner. On Monday you said you were against it; on Tuesday 
you said you were for it; on Wednesday you said you are against it. 
We wouk ] like to know how you sti and on Frid: Ay. 

Mr. Davis. It is not quite that bad. 

Mr. Benper. It is almost that bad. 

Mr. Davis. No; it is not quite that bad. We are very much pleased 
with the expressions that have been made on this thing, and on the 
modific ations that have been made. Further modifications are still 
necessary. 

Mr. Benner. Proceed, Mr. Davis, with your formal statement. 

Mr. Davis. I would like to have exhibits B and C inserted in the 
record at this point. 

Mr. Benner. Without objetcion, they will be placed in the record 
at this point. 

(Exhibits B and C are as follows:) 


kxHIBIT B 


MEMORAND OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THI Sor, CONSERVATION DiIs- 
rRICT, STATE OF , AND THE UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


STATEMENT OF PURPOSI 


The Soil Conservation District has been organized pursuant to the 
soil conservation districts law of . aS a governmental subdivision of the 


State, to exercise public powers in connection with soil conservation and ero- 
sion control within its boundaries, as evidenced by its certificate of due organiza- 
tion, a copy of which is attached 

Since its organization, the district has adopted a program outlining in general 
its long-time objectives, a copy of which is also attached. The district has, or 
may in the future have, under its control, funds, services, and facilities, con- 
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tributed from Federal, State, local, and private sources for use in carrying on 
its work 

The Secretary of Agriculture is authorized, under the terms of various statutes 
administered by the United States Department of Agriculture, to cooperate with 
and assist soil conservation districts in achieving erosion control and soil con- 
servation. Such cooperation can be mutually helpful to the district and the 
Department in achieving their objectives. 

In view of these considerations, the district and the Department desire to 
establish an enduring basis for such cooperation and assistance, and therefore 
hereby enter into this memorandum of understanding. 


A. WHAT THE DEPARTMENT WILL DO 


The Department of Agriculture, through its various agencies, will, consistent 
with statutory authority and available resources, and in accordance with de- 
partmental regulations, cooperate with and assist the district in carrying on 
erosion control and soil conservation work. Such assistance will be made avail- 
uble in accordance with supplements to this memorandum of understanding, 
or other appropriate arrangements, to be entered into between the district and 
each agency of the Department cooperating with the district. 


B. WHAT TILE DISTRICT WILL DO 


1. The district will prepare and adopt a work plan, which it will keep cur 
rent, as a guide to show how it will carry on its activities in the interest of 
erosion control and soil conservation within the district. 

2. Where the aid to be furnished by the district to owners and operators of 
land in carrying out conservation plans involves assistance from an agency 
of the Department, the district will enter into agreements with those owners 
und operators, fixing the responsibilities of the parties in carrying out those 
plans. The forms of such agreements are to be acceptable to the departmental 
agency involved. 

3. The district will be responsible for determining the kind and amount of 
erosion control and soil conservation work to be performed by it on individual 
farms and ranches, and for seeing that the provisions of agreements it enters 
into with owners and operators of land are carried out. 

t. The district will provide such funds, personal services, and facilities as it 
is able to obtain for carrying on its work. 

5. Within 80 days after December 31 of each year, the district will submit 
to the Department of Agriculture, through the State conservationist of the Soil 
Conservation Service, a report on the district’s activities and accomplishments 
for the vear ending December 81. The district will keep its records in such a 
way that the agencies of the Department cooperating with the district may 
obtain adequate information as to the district activities more frequently than 
once a year by examining these records. 

6. The district will inform all cooperating agencies of any substantial changes 
in its program and its work plan, in order to avoid possible conflicts in carrying 
out its work. 

Cc. If IS FURTHER UNDERSTOOD 


1. Assistance supplied to the district will be furnished in accordance with 
the departmental regulation making the types of assistance to be furnished in any 
State depend on the adequacy of the State soil conservation districts law in 
authorizing the districts to carry out a well-rounded soil conservation program. 

2. Any assistance in carrying on educational work made available to the dis- 
trict by departmental agencies will be furnished in accordance with existing 
or future agreements between the Department or its agencies and State agencies. 

3. This memorandum shall not be construed to affect the jurisdiction of 
the Federal Government, or any agencies thereof, over federally owned lands 
which may lie within the boundaries of the district. 

+. Neither the Department of Agriculture nor the district is bound by any 
obligation in this memorandum or any supplement thereto which will involve the 
expenditure of funds in excess of the amounts made available to it, or for a 
period in excess of that authorized by law. 

». All matters that may require administrative action or approval by any 
agency of the Department will be handled through the established administra- 
tive procedures of that ageney snd of the Department. 








106 REORGANIZATION OF THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 


6. This memorandum shall be effective when signed by both parties. It may 
be terminated or modified at any time by agreement of the parties, and may be 
terminated by either party alone by giving 60 days’ notice in writing to the other. 

- Sor. CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
By Chairman, District Governing Body. 





Date , 19—. 
The signing of this memorandum of understanding was authorized by a 
resolution of the district governing body adopted at a meeting held on - , 19 
Secretary, District Governing Body. 
Date , 19 
Secretary of Agriculture, 
United States Department of Agriculture. 
Date , 19- 
Exutsit C 
SUPPLEMENTAL MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE Sor Con 
SERVATION DISTRICT, STATE OF , AND THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURI 


STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 


The Soil Conservation District, of , and the Secretary of Agri 
culture, United States Department of Agriculture, have entered into a memor 
randum of understanding which was signed by the district on the— day of 
19—. That memorandum provides a basis upon which agencies of the Depart- 
ment may cooperate with and furnish aid to the district. Under terms of the 
United States Soil Conservation Act of 1935 (Public No. 46, 74th Cong., 49 Stat. 
163), and other acts, the Department of Agriculture, through the Soil Conserva 
tion Service, is authorized to cooperate with and to furnish aid to governmental 
agencies such as the district for erosion control and soil-conservation work. 

The district has adopted a work plan which it will keep current as a general 
guide to show how the district will carry on its activities. Since the work of 
the district will be furthered by assistance which the Service may be in a position 
to make available to it, the Service and the district hereby enter into this supple 
mental memorandum of understanding, which is intended to supplement the 
memorandum mentioned above. 


A. WHAT THE SERVICE WILL DO 


1. The Service will make available to the district the services of a staff mem- 
ber, to be known as the district conservationist, and the services of other staff 
members if needed and available, together with the clerical assistance, trans 
portation, and facilities which such staff members may require. 

2. In addition, there are other types of assistance which the Service may from 
time to time be in a position to make available to the district for carrying on 
erosion control and soil-conservation work. This additional assistance may 
include (a) labor, with facilitating equipment and materials; (b) field equip 
ment, of a kind not generally owned by operators and owners of lands within 
the district; (c) materials, including planting materials, either (1) improved 
or uncommon, or (2) not generally within the economic reach of owners and 
operators of land within the district, or (8) not generally available in regular 
tratie channels to owners and operators of land within the district. The amounts 
of these kinds of assistance which may be furnished to the district will depend 
upon (1) the mutual understanding of the district and the district conservation- 
ist as to the need for the assistance, and (2) the determination by the Service 
as to the availability thereof. 

3. The Service will make available the assistance provided for in accordance 
with schedules which will be furnished by the Service to the district within a 
reasonable time after this memorandum goes into effect, and at least annually 
thereafter on or before July 31, to cover the period ending the following June 
30. These schedules may be changed from time to time when the Service deems 
a change necessary, but, before making such a change, the Service will consult 
the governing body of the district. 

4. The Service will also try to furnish other appropriate assistance to the 
district, in accordance with arrangements satisfactory to both parties. 
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B. WHAT THE DISTRICT WILL DO 


1. The district will determine priorities for (@) work areas; (b) formulation 
of individual soil-conservation and erosion-control plans within such areas; and 
(c) followup work essential to the carrying out of such plans. 

2. In helping to carry out soil-conservation and erosion-control plans for farms 
and other units of land, the district will utilize assistance made available by the 
Service only (a) on land under cooperative or working agreements with the 
district; or (b) on land owned or leased by the district for which a plan of 
conservation operations has been adopted by the district. ‘The district will use 
Service assistance on lands leased by it only where the term of the lease is long 
enough to make the effectiveness of the work reasonably certain. 

3. The district will keep current records of all materials made available to it 
by the Service, showing the kinds and amounts used on lands covered by each 
cooperative or working agreement and on lands owned or leased by the district 
It will obtain receipts for all such materials delivered to each cooperator. The 
district will have such records and receipts available for examination at any 
reasonable time by accredited representatives of the Service, and will submit to 
the Service, through the district conservationist, within 30 days after December 
31 of each year, reports of the distribution of such materials for the year ending 
December 31. 

$. The district will maintain all field equipment made available by the Service 
in good operating condition by making necessary repairs and by properly serv 
icing it. Prior to delivery of any Service field equipment, the district will submit 
a plan for the use of such equipment to the district conservationist. The district 
conservationist and other accredited employees of the Service shall have free 
access to Service equipment for purposes of inspection. Any field equipment 
loaned to the district will be returned to the Service (@) upon the termination 
of this supplemental memorandum of understanding; (6b) after 30 days’ written 
notice by the Service to the governing body of the district, asking for the return 
of the equipment, (c) after 30 days’ written notice by the district to the Service 
expressing a desire to return the equipment; or (d) at any time upon mutual 
consent in writing. 


Cc. IT 18 FURTHER UNDERSTOOD 


1. Service staff members, clerical assistants, and facilities shall be under the 
supervision of the Service. The headquarters of such Service personnel shall be 
at such places as the Service, after consulting the district, determines will be 
most effective for carrying on the work in which the Service is assisting the 
district. 

Service staff members will assist the district (1) in making necessary surveys; 
(2) in helping owners and operators of lands within the district to prepare soil 
conservation and erosion control plans for farms and other units; (3) in explain 
ing cooperative and working agreements and obtaining signatures thereto; (4) 
in aiding landowners and operators to perform operations which require technical 
skill beyond the experience of the individuals involved; (5) in preparing soil con 
servation and erosion control plans for land owned or leased by the district, 
and in applying such plans; (6) in determining the adequacy of soil conservation 
practices which have been put into operation pursuant to soil conservation and 
erosion control plans; (7) in recommending necessary revisions in such plans; 
(8S) in checking the carrying out of such plans; (9) as consultants in improving 
its program and in keeping the work plan current; (10) by serving, upon request, 
on such advisory committees as the district may establish; (11) in keeping 
records and preparing reports ; and (12) in other related activities. 

2. The district will furnish to the Service, through the district conservationist, 
receipts for all Service field equipment made available to the district, at the time 
of the delivery of the equipment, and receipts for all Service materials made 
available to the district, at the time of the delivery of the materials or by the end 
of each schedule period. The Service will furnish to the district receipts for 
any equipment and materials returned by the district, at the time of their delivery 
to the Service. 

3. In event the Service makes labor available, it will, after consultation with 
the governing body of the district, determine the location of the general area 
within which the labor may be used, and the length of time the labor is expected 
to assist the district. This Service will keep the district currently informed with 
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respect to permissible labor activities. The district governing body will select 
from the permissible activities those which will be carried on within the district. 
The use of such labor shall be subject to applicable laws, rules and regulations. 

4. Cooperative agreements which the Service may have entered into with land- 
owners and operators in demonstration projects or other work areas within the 
district will not be affected by this memorandum. 

5. This supplemental memorandum of understanding shall be subject to all the 
provisions of the memorandum of understanding hereinabove referred to, and an) 
amendments thereof. 

6. This supplemental memorandum of understanding shall be effective when 
signed by both parties, and unless otherwise terminated shall continue in effect 
for the duration of the above-mentioned memorandum of understanding. 

7. This supplemental memorandum of understanding may be terminated at any 
time by the joint agreement of the parties, or by either party by giving 60 days’ 
notice in writing to the other party. 

- Sor CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
By ———- ———_,, 
Chairman, District Governing Body. 

Date , 19 

The signing of this supplemental memorandum of understanding on behalf of 
the district was authorized by a resolution of the district governing body adopted 
it a meeting held on the day of , 19 

Secretary, District Governing Body. 

Date , 19 

SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
By 
Late . 1 


Mr. Davis. And our exhibit C is the supplemental memorandum of 
understanding between the Soil Conservation Service and the dis- 
trict itself. Note especially these words in exhibit i 

This supplemental memorandum of understanding may be terminated at any 
time by the joint agreement of the parties, or by either party by giving 60 days’ 
notice in writing to the other party. 

Those words, so far as we know, put the Soil Conservation Service 
more definitely under genuine local control and direction than any 
other agency of State or Federal Government. The agency is truly 
the servant of the people, not the master. 


rHE PUBLIC SERVANTS 


Districts themselves decide what they want to do about soil con- 
servation. They write their own programs and their own plans for 
carrying them out. The only role of the Soil Conservation Service 
is to provide the scientific, technical know-how to get the job done. 

Farmers who want to protect and improve their land enter into 
formal, written agreements with their soil-conservation district. 
Here is a copy of the agreement form used by my own soil-conserva- 
tion district. I would like the record to show this as our Exhibit D. 

Mr. Benper. Without objection it will be included in the record at 
this point. 

(Exhibit D is as follows:) 
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Exuisit D 
BRAZORIA-GALVESTON Sor. CONSERVATION District 


ALVIN ANGLETON 


This agreement is entered into by the Brazoria-Galveston Soil Conservation 
District, referred to hereinafter as the district, and 
Name __- salthetes P.O. address Acres 
referred to hereinafter as the farmer. 

The district agrees to: 

Assist in carrying out a conservation plan by furnishing to the farmer such 
(1) information, (2) technical assistance and supervision, and (3) other assist- 
ance as it may have available at the time the work is to be done. 

The farmer agrees to: 

1. Use his land within its capabilities. 

2. Treat his land in keeping with its needs. 

3. Develop as rapidly as feasible a conservation plan for his entire farm 

4, Start applying one or more conservation practices in keeping with these 
objectives and the technical standards of the district. 

5. Maintain all structures established in an effective condition, and to continue 
the use of all other conservation measures put into effect. 

6. Use any materials or equipment made available to him by the district for 
the purpose and in the manner provided for it. 

It is further agreed that: 

1. This agreement will become effective on the date of the last signature and 
may be terminated or modified without penalty by mutual agreement of parties 
hereto. 

2. The provisions of this agreement are understood by the farmer and the 
district and neither shall be liable for damage to the other’s property resulting 
from carrying out this agreement unless such damage is caused by negligence or 
misconduct. 

Witness the following signatures: 

Witness —_- : : Date Owner 
Witness ; . Date sig Owner 


BRAZORIA-GALVESTON Sor CONSERVATION Disrricr, 


Date = ead 


Mr. Davis. The point to note on that is the agreement is not between 
the Soil Conservation Service and the landowner but between the 
Soil Conservation Service and the district. 

Under these, our districts agree to prov ide the services of trained 
Soil Conservation Service technicians. Farmers are under no obli- 
gation to accept these services, nor can the Soil Conservation Service 
force any man to do any single thing against his will. Their job is to 
help and only help. 

In all history, I know of no agency of Government that has been 
so willing—ves, eager—to place itself so completely under this kind 
of direction by the people it serves. 

This is but one of the reasons why any change in the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service is of such intense concern to our group. Another reason 
is because we are fearful that the effectiveness of this agency may be 
impaired by hasty action based on scant knowledge of essential facts. 

Under Hugh H. Bennett and his successor, Dr. Robert M. Salter, 
the Soil Conservation Service won world renown for. its scientific 
grasp of the total job of soil and water conservation. The agency 
has combined the finest technical brains of the country into a single 
team of scientists who look at the whole job of conservation, not just 
its scattered parts. Engineers, agronomists, hydrologists, foresters, 
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geologists, and soil scientists blend their efforts into a single, unified 
program. This is the kind of technical know-how that has literally 
made it possible for farmers in soil-conservation districts to change 
the face of rural America in 15 short years. When you gentlemen 
travel by plane across the country, look down and marvel at what you 
see on the land. All those winding contours, terraces, strip crops, 
grassed hillsides, and farm ponds are new. Most are less than 15 
years old. They were put there by farmers for just one reason—to 
preserve the lifeblood of our country. They were possible only be- 
cause America had the first scientific knowledge in the history of 
civilization to make them possible. 

I would like to interject a thought at this point. It is our experi- 
ence that it is most difficult for the average person, even people not in 
the Soil Conservation Service in agricultural work to understand soil 
conservation. Too many people—and erroneously as Dr. Bennett 
pointed out yesterday— ae on it as something that can be done in 


segments; that engineering is just one phase. If you get the engi- 
neering done you have that much done and that plant technologists 
are still another. That is something you have to just live with and 


work with in the soil-conservation business to understand. Some- 
times I say you have to learn it by osmosis. You get in a bathtub full 
of it and soak it up through your skin, and that is why people who 
have not lived with this thing are so apt to make mistakes about it. 

Mr. Benper. You certainly are not objecting to a gentleman by the 
name of Don Williams. You say he is a real friend and has lived 
with it. So he has been immersed and baptized and brought up right, 
has he not ¢ 

Mr. Davis. Yes. But Don has a handicap, as possibly you know. 
Some of these jobs were made policy jobs and put on se ‘hedule “C,” 
and as such they are not career scientists any more. They serve just 
at the will of the administration. 

Mr. Benner. I had in my hand yesterday—if you will pardon me 
for making a political reference to people as nonpartisan as you 
gentlemen—a list of the guests at the March 1952 $100 dinner given 
in Washington by the Democratic National Committee, and I con- 
sulted the files and found that 677 of the people who were guests were 
still on the payrolls and making policies for the present administra- 
tion. Of course, being a Re »pub lican I raised my eyebrows about it 
and wonder if they were in schedule C, or what se ‘hedule they were in, 
but they are there still. 

Mr. Davis. I have no experience with $100 dinners. 

Mr. Karsten. I was also invited to the recent Republican dinner in 
Pennsylvania. Unfortunately, I was not able to go. 

Mr. Benver. I will say it is unfortunate. 

Mr. Karsten. You say there is a tendency to bring polities into the 
scientific jobs? 

Mr. Davis. I know the top jobs in the SCS are in schedule C now. 
I think that I know it. 

Mr. Karsten. What do you mean by a top job—a scientist? 

Mr. Davis. I believe this is accurate—the Administrator, the Ad- 
ministrator’s stenographer, and the Deputy Administrator and the 
assistant to the Administrator. I believe I have those correct. They 
are policy jobs on schedule C. 
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Mr. Karsren. A Republican scientist would probably be as good 

as a Democratic scientist, but we do not want that to break through. 
Mr. Davis. It looks to me like anybody on schedule C has a disad 
Vantage in a scientific crusading job. 

Mr. Benver. Is Don Williams a Republican or a Democrat ? 

Mr. Davis. I have no idea. 

Mr. Benper. I do not have, either, but I wonder if he is one of the 
horrible men that has been put in to bust up the works. 

Mr. Davis. Don? 

Mr. Benner. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. No. 

Mr. Benver. You think he is all right / 

Mr. Davis. Sure. I always have. We have known Don for years. 

Mr. Karsren. Do you fear a situation such as arose in the Bureau of 
Standards some months ago 4 

Mr. Davis. Could happen. I am not entirely familiar with the 
Bureau of Standards. I spend all my time working with the soil 
conservation problem. 

Mr. Karsren. Conceivably that sort of situation could arise here 
under this reorganization plan, could it not ¢ 

Mr. Davis. Anybody on schedule C cannot argue any more. He 
has to do what he is told. 

Mr. Benner. You may proceed. 

Mr. Davis. The first part of our testimony is to show that the soil 
conservation districts our association represents have a most crucial 
stake in what is now going on. 

It is difficult to beheve, that with the facts as they are, any reor- 
ganization of the Soil Conservation Service could have taken place 
without the fullest, most open consultation with the group most di- 
rectly affected—the soil-conservation districts as represented by our 
association. But in spite of our efforts, consultation, in its true mean- 
ing, has not been our lot to this very day. If they are of interest to the 
committee, these efforts can be itemized in detail. 

It is pertinent at this point to insert in the record a copy of this 
letter from the Secretary, dated January 27 and marked “Exhibit E. 

Mr. Benper. We will include that in the record. 

(The document referred to is as follows:) 


Exuisir 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 27, 1953 
Mr. WATERS 8. Davis, Jr., 
President, the National Association of Soil Conservation Districts, 
League City, Tex. 

Dear Mr. Davis: Your letter of January 15 informing me as to the activities 
of your organization is greatly appreciated along with your invitation to attend 
your convention at Omaha early in February. 

In view of the many duties which I must assume in connection with my new 
responsibility, it will be impossible for me to accept your invitation which I 
um sure you can fully appreciate. 

Will you extend greetings and convey to your members my assurances that the 
Department of Agriculture will be pleased to consult with representatives of your 
association on matters of concern to soil-conservation districts. 

Sincerely, 
Ezra T. Benson, Secretary. 
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Mr. Davis. This paragraph is especially significant : 

Will you extend greetings and convey to your members my assurances that 
the Department of Agriculture will be pleased to consult with representatives of 
your association on matters of concern to soil-conservation districts 

The promise to “consult.” in its true definition, was never kept. 
Webster defines the word “consult” as follows: 

To seek the advice of another; to confer; to ask advice of; to refer to; to 
have regard to in judging or acting ; to consider 

(Juite a point was made yesterd: ay about the number of times we 
have seen various officials in the Secretar y's Office. I can assure you 
that in that definition of the word “consult” we have yet to be consulted. 

Mr. Benper. You mean you officially or does that include all the 
persons identified with the organization / 

Mr. Davis. It includes the officers and directors of the association. 
There are about 25 of them. 

Mr. Karsren. You mean you were not consulted ¢ 

Mr. Davis. We were shown those charts but that is the closest 
approach to consultation we got. 

Mr. Karsten. When were you shown those charts / 

Mr. Davis. October 12. 

Mr. Karsten. And the press release was on October 13 / 

Mr. DDAVIs. October 15; yes. 

Mr. Karsten. And the plan went into effect on what date? 

Mr. Toxtu. November 2. Your own exhibit shows conversations 
between members of your organization and Mr. Coke under date of 
October 12 regarding the intention to reorganize the Soil Conservation 
Service. Evidently you were given an opportunity to ask questions 
and were given answers. 

Mr. Davis. Yes. We can take that up now if you want but it comes 
ina little later. 

Mr. Touu. All right. 

Mr. Davis. Had other organizations interested in soil conserva- 
tion—Friends of the Land, or the Soil Conservation Society of 
America, for example- a consulted and we not, our feeling on 
this point possibly could be laid to pique. But no other conserva- 
tion organization was consulted either. 

An examination of the 24 special advisory committees and con 
ferences called to the Department of Agriculture since last January 
is illuminating. There were 4 each on cotton, dairying, and grain 
problems, and 2 on meat and livestock. The others were one each on 
egos, finance, information, peanuts, school-lunch program, soybeans 
and flax, turkeys and wool. ‘There is not a soil-conservation committee 
in the lot. 

Mr. Benper. Are there any of your number whose residence is in 
Virginia? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. There is one right here. 

Mr. Benpver. This gentleman whose name I mentioned yesterday, 
Mr. Naff, is he not a member of your organization ¢ 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Benper. Is that Mr. Naff [indicating] ? 

Mr. Davis. No; that is Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Benpver. Mr. Naff, I understand, had a meeting and they 
endorsed this plan with great enthusiasm, 
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Mr. Davis. Could I ask Mr. Fisher, our director from Virginia, to 
see what he has to say on that point? Mr. Ragsdale, vice president 
of the Virginia association, is here, too. This is Mr. Russell J. Fisher, 
of Gordonsville, Va. 


STATEMENT OF RUSSELL J. FISHER, GORDONSVILLE, VA. 


Mr. Benprer. You are acquainted with my family down in Virginia, 
the Mistr boys ¢ 

Mr. Fisuer. Yes. 

Mr. Benper. They called me and made a loud noise about our being 
exercised about this. They were originally exercised, but they said 
they had a meeting at which the Vv endorsed this plan. 

Mr. Fisuer. What kind of meeting was it? Was it a Farm Bureau 
meeting ¢ 

Mr. Benper. No; a meeting on soil conservation. 

Mr. Fisner. Last night I called Mr. Naff on the phone, since his 
name was brought out, and TI said it seemed the reporters got hold 
that he was endorsing the Benson plan as set up, and he said he did 
not know anything about it, so it looks like somebody has the wires 
crossed up. 

I also called Mr. Mistr and asked if he knew anything about a com 
mittee supposed to appear here and testify for the Benson plan and 
against the national association. I could say, and I am sure Mr. 
Ragsdale could vouch, that the Virginia association is back of the 
national association. 

Mr. Benner. Are they actu: ally back of them, or back of them in a 
horrible sort of way? Do they know where they are I am very 
much confused because I have been admonished about si position of 
these gentlemen. I know these relatives of mine are working farmers. 
They are no economic royalists. They actually work their farm and 
are soil conservationists. 

Mr. Fistrer. I make my living on the farm, too, and it is not too easy 
i job. 

Mr. Benper. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Fister. I ean vouch for that. But we are backing Waters 
Davis as to his interest in water and soil conservation, and that only. 
As I have told him, there are some things he has said that I may not 
agree with, but we are behind him in his interest in the soil-conserva 
tion districts for the development of agriculture in America. Agri 
culture is the basic source from which we derive everything. 

Mr. Karsren. Are you for this pli in or opposed to it ? 

Mr. Fisner. We are opposed to it to the extent that we can see no 
reason why the Soil Conservation Service should be torn apart when 
the majority of us farmers and the whole country alike have aecepted 
it as one of the foremost agencies today doing a ‘bangup job for agri 
culture and for the farmers of America, to put them on a better 
standard of living and to show them how to help themselves. 

Mr. Karsten. What Mr. Bender and I are interested in finding 
out is whether you are speaking for yourself or for the Virginia 
association ? 

Mr. Fisuer. I will ask Mr. Ragsdale if he agrees with what I have 
said. This is Mr. Tom Ragsdale from Brandy, Va. He is vice presi 


dent of the Virginia association. 
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STATEMENT OF TOM RAGSDALE, BRANDY, VA.; ACCOMPANIED BY 
GEORGE HEIDRICH; RUSSELL J. FISHER, GORDONSVILLE, VA.; 
NOLEN J. FUQUA AND WILLIAM L. SOUTHWORTH, LEAGUE 
CITY, TEX., NATIONAL OFFICERS, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF 
CONSERVATION DISTRICTS 


Mr. Ragspare. I might say I own and operate a 250-acre farm in 
the tobacco area of Virginia. In fact, I wrote you a letter a day or 
two ago. Maybe you have not yet received it. I operate an 800-acre 
farm in Culpeper County. This is a dairy, beef, and sheep farm. 
On both farms we have made use of the district Soil Conservation 
Service setup for a number of years. Iam deeply interested in seeing 
this movement go forward uninterrupted because it is, as Mr. Fisher 
just said, one, I think, of our most important agricultural movements 
of the day. My concern over the reorganization is that I cannot see 
that the reorganization is going to benefit us. I have seen no explana- 
tions that would satisfy me that the reorganization is going to be 
better than the setup we have. 

Mr. Karsren. Is that your view or the view of the districts in 
Virginia / 

Mr. Ragspate. I have not missed a meeting of the directors of the 
Virginia association of districts this year. We have discussed these 
things since the reorganization plan has been made known. We have 
taken no official action on this plan but have contented ourselves to 
give our personal views. 

Mr. Karsren. You had your dealings in the past with the regional 
offices. Have you had difficulty getting assistance from the regional 
oflices / 

Mr. Ragspate. No; we have not. We feel that much of the assist- 
ance that is being done away with we are going to miss, and we have 
not seen anything to take its place that will be better or as good. 

Mr. Karsten. You feel the State offices will not compare favorably 
with the regional offices you have had in the past ? 

Mr. Ragsparr. I do not see how they can. They will not have as 
good a staff or as large a staff to carry on the work that has been 
carried on by the regional offices. 

Mr. Porr. Let us be certain you are speaking your own views. Is 
that true? 

Mr. Ragspate. Iam speaking my own views. 

Mr. Porr. How many directors are on the board of directors in 
Virginia? 

Mr. Ragspare. Nine, I believe. 

Mr. Porr. And was the subject ever brought up as to whether these 
nine directors should take concerted action either for or against the 
plan ¢ 

Mr. Ragspaue. No, sir. 

Mr. Porr. And the reason for that was because the directorship was 
pretty evenly split at the time ? 

Mr. Ragspate. No, sir. I have never heard any director at any 
time express anything but concern over the setup. The main thing 
has been the discontinuance of services through the regional offices. 

Mr. Porr. When was the last meeting of your board ‘of directors ? 

Mr. Racspare. I believe it was the 4th of November. 
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Mr. Porr. After the plan went into effect ? 

Mr. Racsparz. Yes; after the plan went into effect. 

Mr. Porr. Was it discussed at that time ? 

Mr. Ragspate. Yes; it was discussed. 

Mr. Porr. Did you have before you the information regarding the 
details of the plan at that time ? 

Mr. Ragspate. Yes, I think so. We had the information with these 
charts and things. I do not know if there has been any change since 
that date or not. 

Mr. Porr. Do you know anything about the opinion of Mr. Naff 
about this ? 

Mr. Ragspaue. I certainly would not attempt to speak for Mr. Naff, 
but I have never heard Mr. Naff speak in any way except to express 
his concern over the loss of services through the regional offices. 

Mr. Porr. When did you last talk to him ? 

Mr. Ragsparte. At the November meeting. 

Mr. Porr. What about Mr. Mistr ? 

Mr. Raaspate. | have never heard Mr. Mistr express himself. 

Mr. Fisher. May I ask a question? Was Mr. Mistr at Richmond 
on November 4? 

Mr. Ragspare. No. 

Mr. Karsten. Is it a fair statement that the districts in Virginia 
have not actually taken a position for or against the plan / 

Mr. Ragspare. Officially they have not because I have been in each 
meeting of our board of directors. 

Mr. Herricu. Mr. Chairman, I would like to press the question on 
which meeting you refer to when the Virginia association took a posi- 
tion contrary ‘to that of the national association. 

Mr. Benper. I have had calls from all over the country on soil 
conservation. I live on an 1&-acre farm myself. I do not know 
anything about milking cows, but I know something about soil con- 
servation and I am frankly confused because I have had telephone 
calls from people all over the country, some very vehement for it and 
others just as vehemently opposed to it, and evidently most of them 
have not been told the whole story. 

I had a call from this group.that had a meeting in Richmond, Va., 
and this man happens to be a close relative of mine and he said, quote: 

We are all for Secretary Benson and we are for the new plan and we believe 
the States should control. 


I am quoting him verbatim. He said: 
This thing should be brought closer to the State control than Federal control. 


I am quoting him verbatim. 

Mr. Herpricu. What meeting was that ? 

Mr. Benper. Is he coming this morning ? 

Mr. Toru. He said he was. 

Mr. Hemricu. That means disagreement with the national asso- 
ciation, and that is important. 

Mr. Ragspar. There has been no formal expression in any meeting 
I have attended. 

Mr. Karsren. And conceivably you might find some in favor of the 
plan, just as you are opposed to it ? 

Mr. Racspatr. I do not think we will find too many in favor of it. 
As to Mr. Bender’s statement that he has received many calls about 
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this soil conservation, I want to say that there is not anything you 
could put your hands on in America today that touches agriculture 
that you will get as many people interested in as soil conservation. 
The importance of water and soil conservation is recognized, I think, 
by almost every thinking person in this country today. We may 
disagree over some of the methods, and I think that is what you are 
interested in here, but people are interested in that and I think I 
can speak for almost everybody in America that is informed that 
they are going to look for a good soil-conservation program to g 
forward. They are cone to be terribly disappointed it we do not 
proceed with a good conser ation program. 

Mr. Benper. Is it your opinion that this Mr. Don Williams is a 
good man 4 

Mr. Racgspate. It would be my judgment that he is. I have met 
Mr. Williams several times and what I know about him is good. 

Mr. Benper. You do not believe he would be a party to in any way 
njuring or diminishing the effort being made to provide for proper 
idministration oft this program ¢ 

Mr. Ragspate. I do not think so. I have not heard Mr. Williams 
express his opinion about this particular reorganization and what is 
ahead, but I feel confident Mr. Williams’ heart is in this movement 
und I certainly think he would do nothing or approve anything he 
thought would be detrimental. 

Mr. Karsten. Do you think it was a bad move to take the top posi- 
tions from civil service and place them under schedule C? I am not 
talking about Mr. Williams. but looking to the future, because we 
have always talked about a government of laws rather than of men. 

Mr. Racspate. The Soil Conservation Service is a technical group. 
They require a lot of training and it would seem to me that a job 
like the Chief of the Soil Conservation Service should remain a civil 
service position. It seems to me it would give that man a wider field 
to work in. 

Mr. Benner. Do you agree with this statement of Mr. D. A. Wil- 
liams, Acting Administrator of the Soil Conservation Service—I 
understand he is now the Administrator—as printed in the national 
issociat ion’s Bulletin of November 94: 


The Department of Agriculture recognizes a dynamic national program of soil 
ind water conservation as one of the basic necessities of American agriculture. 

The national interest demands that measures for soil and water conservation 
be applied on all the agricultural land in the United States as rapidly as possible. 
The Department of Agriculture recognizes its responsibility and is determined 
to help the farmers and ranchers of this country carry out such a program 

Experience has demonstrated that most soil and water conservation problems 
are complex. They usually cannot be solved by generalized techniques. The 
problems differ from farm to farm and field to field. Their solution requires 
skills and knowledge that farmers cannot be expected to possess. Their solution 
requires the combining of information from such fields as soils, engineering, 
igronomy, range, biology, hydrology, geology, and economics. Data from these 
sources must be blended into practices that in turn must be fitted to the capa- 
bilities and needs of the soil, and the farmer, for enduring conservation. 

Local organizations of farmers and ranchers help them to accept and carry 
out to the fullest degree their responsibilities for local leadership and initia 
tive in soil and water conservation. Soil conservation districts are voluntarily 
organized but have legal responsibility under State law for developing and 
carrying forward a distrietwide conservation program. These districts have 
proved to be a highly effective device through which the Government can serve 
farmers Without dominating them 
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And this is your comment, Mr. Davis: 

With such emphatic statements as these by Secretary Benson and the ney 
SCS boss, Don Williams, it is now crystal clear that soil conservation districts 
have won an even greater victory than many of us realized a few short weeks 
ae2o. 

Our big job now—yours and mine—is to help the Secretary and his staff make 
good on their promises of a stronger, more dynamic technical agency to render 
better service to the millions of farmers and ranchers in districts. 

I have wired Secretary Benson congratulations on his statement that “soil 
and water conservation is one of the basic necessities of American agriculture” 
and have assured him that your national association is more than ready and 
willing to help make the new plan work. I have also invited the Secretary to 
be principal speaker at your national convention in New Orleans next February. 

Is that your opinion ¢ 

Mr. Racgspate. I will agree with that, if that represents Secretary 
Benson’s position. 

Mr. Benper. I quoted the comments, I think, issued by you, Mr. 
Davis. 

Mr. Davis. That is right. May I make two comments on it? That 
letter, if you read it carefully, referred to statements, not necessarily 
actions. As far as Don Williams’ statements are concerned—and I 
could give you off the record, if I may; remembering that Don is on 
schedule C, had he a free hand in this thing, I am pretty sure it would 
be different. 

Mr. Benver. Mr. Coke, do you think Mr. Williams has a free hand ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. Yes; I think he has a free hand: and, after the state 
ments the Secretary has made regarding his belief in this, I can see 
no reason why Mr. Williams cannot operate in accordance with the 
statements he made. 

Mr. Benpver. Is Mr. Williams a civil-service employee ? 

Mr. Coxr. He is in schedule ¢ 

Mr. Karsren. I was in civil service 25 years. You know as well as 
vou are standing there that those in schedule C do not have a free 
hand. You know that from your own experience, I am sure. 

Mr. Davis. When I get around to it, I can show you the vast differ 
ences between what is on that chart and the present setup in the Soil 
Conservation Service. 

Mr. Benner. It is your turn. 

Mr. Davis. The omission of any advisory soil-conservation commit 
tee or conference and the failure to consult with any of the organiza 
tions vitally interested in soil conservation leads to only one conclu 
sion—that action was taken based on extremely incomplete facts and 
serious lack of knowledge about the wishes of those most concerned. 
There is also raised the very ugly suspicion that those in charge of 
reorganization had something to hide. 

It may be argued that our obstreperous rebellion precluded reason- 
able consultations. However, the record will show that soil-conserva- 
tion districts exercised extreme patience. By the time our rebellion 
started 714 months had elapsed since the promise of consultation. 
The Department’s Committee on Reorganization had been at work for 
3 weeks or more. We were officially told that we would be shown 
the plan before it was made public, but if we didn’t like it not to get 
mad. There was no choice but to rebel. 

It wasn’t until quite recently that we in our association had occasion 
to examine into the detailed, internal structure of the Soil Conserva- 
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tion Service. When we did do so, we learned why the organization 
put together by the great Dr. Hugh H. Bennett had become world 
renowned. Through their scientific, practical plans for farms, 
ranches, and small watersheds thousands of people and organizations 
had been inspired to great achievement. They made the words “soil 
conservation” part of our national vocabulary. Their plans had been 
found good on the land of 1,300,000 or more farmers. Through their 
efforts, in partnership with the local people’s soil conservation dis- 
tricts, the entire conservation job, both engineering and vegetative, 
had been completed on 285 million acres, with a start toward comple- 
tion made by land operators on 186 million more acres. I should add 
that I think the total involves 1.5 billion acres. That is strictly a 
ouess. 

The works of improvement in the flood-prevention program were 
going as strong as appropriations would permit in 11 small watersheds. 
These figures are as of June 30 of this year. In addition, since that 
date and the $5 million appropriation by the 83d Congress, work has 
started on 50 additional small watersheds. 

We found the seven regional offices to be supervisory, servicing, 
training, and trouble-shooting branches of the Washington SCS office, 
but located in the field, close to the farmers and their problems and the 
field technicians who were helping solve them. 

The SCS was a good outfit, except that there wasn’t enough of it. 
In fact, when our national association board of directors met at 
Houston, Tex., on October 19-24 this year, we voted unanimously to 
urge that, except for possible minor refinements, the SCS and its 
regional offices be left as is. Major surgery was not demanded, indi- 
cated, or justified. 

By now you may be wondering why this association is singling out 
the Soil Conservation Service’s reorganization for criticism. Our 
reason for limiting ourselves at this time is that, with the possible 
exception of the Agricultural Research Administration, the other 
agencies of direct concern to us in the Department are being affected 
little, ifany. Weare thinking here of the Federal Extension Service, 
agricultural conservation program, and Forest Service. Though all 
other agencies do affect us indirectly, we confine our scope to these 
three and our all-important partners, the Soil Conservation Service. 
With only 11 percent of its appropriations spent for overheads, thanks 
to the regional office system, SCS was one of the most efficient organ- 
izations in Government. 


COSTS UP, EFFICIENCY DOWN 


Under the present reorganization, we have sound reasons to believe 
it may become one of the most inefficient and costly agencies of Gov- 
ernment. Let me illustrate this point by a practical example. Every 
agency of Government—and this is also true for private industry 
must call its top officials together at some central point at least several 
times a year. 

In the past with the Soil Conservation Service, this meant just 
calling in seven regional directors. But now it means calling in 50 peo- 
ple from as many States and Territories. This happened just 2 weeks 
ago—I believe the figure was 47 and only 46 showed up—and while 
1 don’t know how much it cost the American taxpayer, I would esti- 
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mate, based on what it costs our association to hold a meeting in 
Washington, that the bill was very close to $8,500. I tried to make 
that a low estimate. 

Mr. Karsten. How often does that occur / 

Mr. Davis. I have no way of knowing. I went to several meetings 
in the past. ‘The regional directors, I believe, met quarterly. 

Mr. Karsren. That was the practice in the past, for the regional 
directors to meet four times a year. 

Mr. Davis. For the SCS regional directors. 

Mr. Karsren. And the Government pays the bill on that? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. On figuring this out I allowed that the Govern- 
ment would not have to pay the 15-percent tax. 

Mr. Karsten. I would not be too optimistic about that. 

Mr. Brenper. Are these meetings necessary / 

Mr. Davis. I do not see how you will run a meeting as a unit unless 
the top brass is present. 

Mr. Benper. I wish, Mr. Coke, while Mr. Davis is testifying you 
would take notes on this and give the committee the benefit of your 
judgment on the questions raised, 

Mr. Davis. Under the old system, the bill would have been closer 
to $1,200. 

Mr. Porr. That is the expense of what ? 

Mr. Davis. Holding a meeting of regional directors. 

Mr. Porr. That does not include the expense of bringing the tech- 
nical staff to the regions before a meeting ¢ 

Mr. Davis. No. 

Mr. Porr. Is that not an element of cost / 

Mr. Davis. They also bring in the area conservationists. 

Mr. Porr. That is another element of the cost. 

Mr. Davis. That will still be an element of cost. 

Mr. Porr. As I understand the situation it calls for meetings within 
each of the 7 districts composed of representatives from the States 
and in addition a meeting of the 7 regional offices at some central 
point several times a year. Is it not true it requires more transporta- 
tion to coordinate the system than if these 48 people went to Wash- 
ington 4 times a year, if Washington is the proper place? 

Mr. Davis. I will concede your point on that. I have not gone into 
the mechanics of the cost of it. It seemed an obvious point to me. 
It is true the less travel you have, the less mileage you cover, the less 
it will cost. I still think that will be a factor of increased cost before 
you get through with it. 

Mr. Porr. You do have regional meetings comprised of representa- 
tives from each State and the State conservationists and technical 
staff and that is multiplied throughout the seven regions several times 
a year ¢ 

Mr. Davis. In lots of instances in these regional offices the fellows 
can get there by car. A bunch gang up and go in one car from the 
areas. Those costs are minor. 

In Mr. Coke’s testimony yesterday he said frequent meetings would 
not be necessary, and if they are not going to hold frequent meetings 
this cost will not be there; but unless you get your top brass together 
you will go running off in all kinds of directions. 

Mr. KARSTEN. It would probably cost more to hold a meeting in 
Washington than in Podunk, particularly a meeting of any size? 
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Mr. Davis. Yes. Our experience is that a meeting in the Central 
States comes nearer to being economical. 

The new system will be inefficient, because the scientists who must 
work as a unified team are now scattered and completely disorgan- 
ized. A few will be kept at the old regional offices. Some will be 
moved back to Washington. In one of the exhibits to follow the plan 
was on October 27 to distribute these men among appropriate colleges. 
but from what has been said yesterday that has been changed, and if 
if has been changed it is a vood change. 

Dr. Hugh Bennett always insisted on keeping these teams of scien- 
tists together at central points out in the country where their services 
were read ly accessible to soil conservation districts and where thes 
could meet together and work together frequently and conveniently. 
Your committee, T daresay, would not be too efficient if your investi 
gators were headquartered at Baltimore and your clerks at Richmond, 
Va.,and your files kept in still another city. 

Mr. Benper. Since you mention Richmond, Va., I had one of our 
staff contact Mr. Mistr at Richmond, who hopes to catch a plane and 
get in here. I would appreciate if you repeated what he told you, 
Mr. Toll. 

Mr. Torn. According to Mr. Mistr there was a meeting of the ex- 
ecutive committee, or of some of the members of the executive com- 
mittee, of the Virginia State Association of Soil Conservation Dis- 
tricts. As he recalls there were present Mr. Naff, Mr. Ragsdale, Dr. 
H. W. Youne—— 

Mr. Hemricu. Who? 

Mr. Totx. Dr. H. W. Young. 

Mr. Hermricu. Is Dr. Young a member? 

Mr. Tori. And Mr. Garret, Herman Haga, Guy Davis, and a Mr. 
Williams. According to him the feeling was that the soil-conserva 
tion movement would be better off without regional offices. He said 
everybody was happy to get rid of the office at Spartanburg, and that 
Mr. Naff had corroborated his opinion of what occurred at the 
meeting. 

Mr. Fisuer. It was impossible for me to be at that meeting, al- 
though Mr. Ragsdale was there, and he can verify any statement. 

Mr. Ragspate. I do not change anything I said about that meeting. 
There was absolutely no criticism during that meeting of the Soil 
Conservation Service; neither did I hear anything except concern 
about the closing and losing of many of the services of the regional 
oflices. 

Mr. Karsren. Was this a formal meeting? 

Mr. Raaspatr. This was an official meeting of the directors of the 
Virginia association. Mr. Mistr may have been there, but I do not 
recall his being there. He is not a director, is he, Russell ? 

Mr. Fisver. No. 

Mr. Benper. He runs a 1,200-acre dairy farm near Richmond. 

Mr. Fister. IT know Mr. Mistr well. He has a lot of Guernsey 
‘ows that are very valuable. TI do not know where he got this in- 
formation, since he was not a director of the Virginia Association. 
Maybe it is just hearsay, which T do not put too much faith in. 

Mr. Ton. He states he was at the meeting. 

Mr. Ragspatr. I do not recall his being there. Actually I was a 
little late getting there, but the meeting was not officially opened 
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until the directors were all there. It may have been he was there 
and talked to the individual members. 

Mr. Karsren. What was the purpose for which the meeting was 
called 4 

Mr. Racspate. We have these meetings several times a year. This 
was one of the meetings in connection with soil conservation. It was 
also preparing for our annual meeting. 

Mr. Karsten. Would it be proper at a meeting of that kind to adopt 
resolutions / 

Mr. Ragspaie. Mr. Blair, our county agent, is secretary, and there 
are minutes of this meeting that can be obtained. 

Mr. Karsren. I think they should be obtained, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hewricn. The person you refer to is not even a director of the 
association. 

Mr. Benprer. But he is a farmer. He is vice chairman of the soil 
supervisors 

Mr. Fisuer. He is a supervisor. 

Mr. It QUA. He is probably vice chairman of his district. 

Mr. Toiu. Has your national association, as a national association, 
held a convention or any other official assembly of your entire group 
at which you adopted this opinion 

Mr. Hripr cH. No: but 1 exhibit shows we gathered every one of the 
directors and officers except 1. 

Mr. Tor. Do you know of any meetings of your State organizations 
where resolutions were adopted approving or disapproving the plan / 

Mr. Hewriciu. Yes: I think you will find there were some. 

Mr. Torn. You sav this is the policy of the national association. 
1 take it your n: ational Senge is made up of a group of State 
organizations ? 

Mr. Herpricu. That is right. 

Mr. Tout. Can you tell us the individual States of your State organi 
zations that are in agreement with the national association / 

Mr. Heipricnu. It would be easier to tell those that have dissented 
to some degree. 

Mr. Toti. How can you say they have dissented ¢ 

Mr. Heipricu. I know of only one—Colorado. 

Mr. Touu. That has voiced an opinion? 

Mr. Herpricn. Yes. 

Mr. Sournworti. May I make a statement ‘ 

Mr. Benner. Yes. What is your name ¢ 

Mr. Sournworrn. My name is William Southworth. Since this 
seems to be a matter of quite a little concern to the subcommittee, I 
would like to have permission to insert in the record at a future date, 
after | get back to Texas, resolutions endorsing the stand of our 
national association. Would you like to have those ¢ 

Mr. Tout. How many did you have before you wrote your state 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Souruworrn. I cannot answer that question. However, I will 
be glad to send them to you and they will be dated. 

Mr. Tou. We are trying to find out under what authority you make 
your statement. 

Mr. Sournworrn. We have ample authority if J may present it 
later. 
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Mr. Benper. Without objection, we will accept it for the record. 
(‘The matter referred to is as follows: 


THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS, 
League City, Texr., December 16, 19538. 
Congressman GEORGE H. BENDER, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BENDER: During the recent hearings on reorganization of 
the Soil Conservation Service, held by your subcommittee, you will recall that I 
requested and received permission to submit for the record copies of resolutions 
adopted by soil-conservation districts and their State associations endorsing the 
position taken by their national association. 

Our files contain resolutions of this kind from practically all State associations 
which have held their annual meetings and taken an official stand on the reorgani- 
zation. We also have a voluminous file of similar resolutions and letters from é 
individual soil-conservation districts. 

Enclosed are notarized copies of a representative assortment of these resolu- 
tions which we will appreciate having included in the official record of the hear- 
ings. If you or members of your subcommittee would like to see our complete 
file of resolutions and correspondence on this matter, we shall be most happy to 
mike it available to you. 

Sincerely yours, 
WILLIAM L. SournuwortH, Program Adviser. 


[Telegram ] 


Hon. Dwicur D. EISENHOWER, 
President of the United States, 
White House, Washinaton, D.C. 

Deak Mr. Presipent: The soil-conservation districts of Washington, Oregon, 
Idaho, Nevada, and California at their Pacific area meeting in Reno, Nev., today 
have unanimously adopted the following and respectfully urge your immediate 
attention for the welfare of this Nation: 

1. We do not believe the present policy of the Department of Agriculture in 
minimizing the importance of soil conservation as a basic need confronting the 
farmers of America conforms to your own statements or the policy outlined by 
yourself on many previous occasions, notably your July 31 special message to 
Congress 

2. We again urge immediate consideration for the forming of a national land 
policy for the orderly development and protection of all the lands of this Nation. 

3. We especially object to the present policy of the Department of Agriculture 
of continually bypassing and minimizing the importance of soil-conservation 
districts, one of this Nation’s best examples of local self-government your admin- 
istration is trying to promote. 

4. We object in the strongest possible manner to the procedure being followed 
by the Department of Agriculture in reorganizing the action agency, the Soil 
Conservation Service which has historically been the primary technical agency 
of the Federal Government assisting the locally organized and self-governed 
soil-conservation districts without seeking the advice of these organizations most 


vitally concerned. The 2,523 soil-conservation districts now cover 87 percent of : 
the farmlands of this Nation effectively assisting over 1,250,000 active farm co 
operators in putting soil conservation on the land, 
Respectfully, 
FRANCIS LINDSAY, ‘ . 


Pacific Area Vice President, 
Vational Association of Soil Conservation Districts. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas we believe that the soil-conservation districts are being effectively 
pushed into the background by the present policy of the Department of Agri- 
culture in respect to conservation of our lands: and 

Whereas we feel that it is the intent of the Department to turn over to the 
Extension Service, in part or in its entirety, the work heretofore performed by the 
Soil Conservation Service ; and 

Whereas we firmly believe that if conservation is to be practiced on our lands 
history has demonstrated that it must be through locally organized and locally 
voverned districts: Therefore be it 
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Resolved, That this body of district supervisors, representing the States of 
Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Nevada, and California, gathered together in Reno, 
Nev., this 22d day of September 1953, at the Pacific area meeting of the National 
Association of Soil Conservation Districts, hereby heartily endorse the statement 
and action of President Waters Davis, Jr., as set forth in the speech given before 
this meeting. 

Certified to be a true and exact copy. 

[SEAL] Lucite W. McNair, 

Notary Public in and for Galveston County, Tex. 

My commission expires June 1, 1955. 


Troy, N. Y., October 26, 1958. 
Mr. WATERS DAVIS, 
President, National Association of Soil Conservation Districts, 
League City, Tex. 

DEAR Mr. Davis: At a meeting of the State directors of the New York State 
Association of Soil Conservation Districts, held in Ithaca, N. Y., on October 24, 
the following action of vital interest to thousands of New York farmers was 
taken: 

“Regarding the present reorganization of the Department of Agriculture, as its 
proposed changes specifically affect soil-conservation districts, we, the State 
directors of the New York State Association of Soil Conservation Districts, rep- 
resenting 200 district directors and 28,033 cooperators in 40 soil-conservation 
districts in New York State, do hereby agree on the following: 

“That any efforts to create economical, sound, and eflicient operation of any 
agency, department, or bureau within the Department of Agriculture are to 
be commended. 

“That any new organization should not cause a breakdown of the policies and 
services of definite proven worth to the welfare of our population. We believe 
that proposed changes in the Soil Conservation Service need further study before 
being adopted: Therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the directors of the New York State Association of Soil Con- 
servation Districts request the Secretary of Agriculture to defer definite action 
on this phase of the reorganization until the full impact of proposed changes can 
be considered and counter proposals be submitted if discerned advisable.” 

This action states simply that reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service 
be deferred until such time as public opinion can be properly expressed and 
counter-proposals presented. 

As a working representative of the people, will you help carry out the wishes 
in this resolution so that a reorganization program acceptable to the majority 
will be forthcoming? 

Yours very truly, 
Leland Jones, Harold Craig, Kent Leavitt, Howard Upham, 8. N. 
Stimson, Hugh Chamberlain, Arthur J. Carlsen, Howard Brace, 
C. Warren Filkins, and George Hume, Directors of New York 
State Association of Soil Conservation Districts. 

Certified to be a true and exact copy. 

Lucie W. McNarr, 
Notary Public in and for Galveston County, Tez. 
My commission expires June 1, 1955. 


[Copy of telegram sent to Ezra T. Benson, Secretary of Agriculture, Washington, D. C., 
by the New Mexico Association of Soil Conservation Districts on October 26, 1953] 
We, the executive committee of the New Mexico Association of Soil Conserva- 

tion Districts, respectfully urge you to reconsider the reorganization of the 

Soil Conservation Service because: 

1. As far as we know, the Department of Agriculture did not consult any rep- 
resentative of the people who are identified with soil-conservation districts in the 
formation of the plan. 

2. We can see no way of replacing our top technical help (a) to carry on the 
small watershed program and (0) to help promote the coordinated land-use pro- 
grams initiated in the West to coordinate the efforts of all agencies and organi- 
zations for the curing of land ills on a districtwide basis. 


51779—54i——_-9 
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3. We see no logical effective means of training technicians who help SCD’s 
help farmers. 

4. We can see no way the reorganization plan is an improvement over the 
present soil- and water-conservation programs and working agreements between 
SOS, a Federal agency, and the elected nonpaid representatives of local farmers 
and ranchers. 

5. We feel such a reorganiaztion of the SCS will demoralize the personnel 
charged with helping SCD’s help farmers and ranchers, making this vital help 
ineffective. 

6. We feel the proposed reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service will 
cost the taxpayer more money, at the same time being less effective. 

E. O. Moore, 
Chairman, Executive Committee. 

Certified to be a true and exact copy. 

Lucie W. McNarr, 
Notary Public in and for Galveston County, Ter. 


My commission expires June 1, 1955. 


LEGISLATIVE COM MITTEE 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Washington State Association of Soil Conservation Districts, 
meeting in general session at the annual State convention in Bellingham, Wash., 
is vitally concerned over the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture, 
and 

Whereas we feel that, as repreesntatives of some 22,000 farmer cooperators 
of Washington State’s 74 local soil-conservation districts, we should have a voice 
in the formation of any agricultural program affecting our work in soil-con- 
servation districts which we, as elected representatives of soil-conservation dis- 
tricts have not had, and 

Whereas we believe that the efliciency of our district programs is being reduced 
by the transfer of services and divided responsibilities to agencies outside the 
jurisdiction and control of local soil-conservation districts, who have been given 
the responsibility, by State law, of carrying out a sound soil and water con- 
servation program: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we desire a highly trained, unified, single, technical agency 
assigned to soil-conservation districts to assist in carrying out the district 
program as formulated by the farmers in the district ; and be it further 

Resolved, That the reorganization program be immediately delayed, and we 
respectfully request that the leaders in the field of soil and water conservation, 
including representatives of local soil-conservation districts, be called upon to 
assist in formulating a sound soil- and water-conservation program which is 
fundamental to lasting production and must be the basic principle of any effec- 
tive agricultural plan. 

Adopted by vote of the membership Tuesday, November 38, 1955. 


RESOLUTION 


Be it hereby resolved, That the Washington State Association of Soil Conser- 
vation Districts, meeting in general assembly in Bellingham, Wash., on Novem- 
ber 3, 1953, hereby goes on record as supporting and endorsing the policies and 
actions of the National Association of Soil Conservation Districts and urges that 
its efforts be increasingly continued in helping to develop a sound agricultural 
program based on the conservation of our soil and water resources, 

Adopted by vote of the membership Tuesday, November 3, 1953. 

Certified to be a true and exact copy. 

[SEAL] Lucie W. MoNatr, 

Notary Public in and for Galveston County, Tea. 


My commission expires June 1, 1955. 
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED AT THE SEVENTH ANNUAL CONFERENCE OF SOIL CONSERVATION 
DISTRICT COMMISSIONERS, SEPTEMBER 20, 21, 22, Fort Dopcr, lowa 

We, the members of the Iowa Association of Soil Conservation District Com- 
missioners, assembled in annual conference at Fort Dodge on this 22d day of 
September and having given the matter much thoughtful consideration, find the 
following facts to be self-evident, and therefore be it resolved that 

1. The soil-conservation districts’ philosophy of conservation examplifies the 
very essence of democracy. Any departmental reorganization should help to 
strengthen the district method of grassroots administration of conservation 
programs. 

2. Soil-conservation districts have established a working relationship with the 
Extension Service, Agricultural Experiment Station, Soil Conservation Service, 
ACP, which should be maintained and improved. 

8. That locally elected commissioners working in voluntarily organized dis 
tricts, particularly with the Soil Conservation Service of the Department of 
Agriculture, are making great progress on the job of conservation properly 
accomplished. 

4. That both agriculture and conservation do need more and more research 
and education but that conservation must also have the action as represented 
in the district commissioner-SCS program. 

5. We continually seek to improve the efficient and effective use of facilities 
available to districts from the Soil Conservation Service and other sources. 

6. That conservation can be hastened only through increased financial and 
moral support and the acknowledgment of the fundamental soundness of the 
existing program. 

7. In conclusion we resolve that our existing conservation program and the 
philosophy under which it operates be left inviolable and intact. 

8 We are disappointed in the Wisconsin speech delivered by Secretary 
Benson. It did not state clearly the Department’s position with respect to any 
of the points as set forth in this resolution. Nor did it offer any assurance that 
the conservation job would be expedited rather than hamstrung by departmental 
budgeting. 

(Resolution adopted unanimously by group present.) 

MERLE TRAVIS, 
President, lowa Association of SCLC, 4727 Southwest 32d Street, 
Des Moines. 
Certified to be a true and exact copy. 
[SEAL] Lucire W. McNarr, 
Notary Public in and for Galveston County, Ter 


My commission expires June 1, 1955. 


OCTOBER 8, 1953. 
In view of the reports in the press and on the radio regarding the reorganiza- 
tion of the United States Department of Agriculture, be it resolved that the 
president of the Kentucky Association of Soil Conservation Districts be instructed 
to send the following telegram immediately to the President of the United States: 
The Kentucky Association of Soil Conservation Districts in annual convention 
today resolves that the public welfare of America requires immediately the 
announcement of: 
First, a national land and water policy guiding the action of all departments 
and agencies of the Federal Government dealing with these resources; 
Second, a strong national soil and water conservation technical agency to 
carry out the Federal Government’s responsibility under such a policy; and 
Third, recognition by the administration that democratically operated soil- 
conservation districts have local responsibility for carrying out such a policy. 
We endorse and support the recommendations of the National Association of 
Soil Conservation Districts for strengthening the programs of soil-conservation 
districts throughout the United States. 
Be it further resolved that copies of this entire statement be sent to Kentucky’s 
Representatives and Senators in Congress. 
Certified to be a true and exact copy. 
[ SBAL] Lucie W. McNarr, 
Notary Public in and for Galveston County, Tez. 


My commission expires June 1, 1955. 
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REDLANDS-HIGHLAND SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
Redlands, Calif., October 26, 1953. 
President Dwicut D. EISENHOWER, 
White House, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. PresipeNT: Your loyal supporters regret to report that one of the 
official members of your family has offended a very substantial number of 
responsible men. The question at issue is one of procedure: Should policies be 
determined by a Secretary and his assistants or should they be determined 
jointly by the Secretary and representatives of the many who will be affected by 
that action? We hold to the latter course. 

Mr. Benson has for some months been developing plans for the reorganization 
of the Department of Agriculture. That was a mandate from Congress. The 
great body of soil conservationists expected that their duly elected representative 
at national levels would be invited to participate in formulating plans for reor- 
ganization, and in particular as it affected the Soil Conservation Service. That 
invitation was never extended. Frequently our representatives offered their 
services. The offers were not accepted. Finally on October 12, the Secretary’s 
door was opened and our representatives were briefed on the plans that had 
been prepared back of that door, and notified that the effective date is November 1. 

Mr. Bisenhower, that method of policymaking is not in keeping with the Ameri- 
can tradition. We believe the plans, as presented, are a definite step backward 
i the great forward movement of soil conservation. We are utterly opposed to 
the methods by which they were determined. We ask that redress be made by 
postponing the effective date of the order and that our representatives be given 
full opportunity to express their ideas as regards the Soil Conservation Service, 
and that those ideas be carefully considered before any order is made effective. 

Sincerely yours, 
Orto C. KNUDSEN, 
President, Redlands-Highland Soil Conservation District. 
Certified to be a true and exact copy. 
[SEAL] Lucire W. McNatr, 
Notary Public in and for Gaiveston County, Tex. 
My commission expires June 1, 1955. 


Mr. Hermricu. Do not forget we are the elected representatives of 
these people and as elected representatives we do what we think they 
want, 

Mr. Benper. You speak and you assume you are speaking for the 
organization as the elected representative ? 

Mr. Herpricnu. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. May I add one more point? That is that as a Congress- 
man Iam sure you know that the most important expression of opinion 
you can get is your mail. As president of this organization I pay 
extremely close attention to the mail and from the mail that we receive 
[ can assure you that these expressions of opinion we are giving here 
today do represent the great majority of our association. 

Mr. Benver. I want to say this: That the mail of a Representative 
in Congress does not necessarily reflect the opinions of the over- 
whelming majority of the people back home. It all depends on how 
many propagandists there are and how effective they are and how 
that mail is influenced because of some speech or some request in a 
a newspaper article of some statesman asking that letters and tele- 
grams be written in, and so on. 

But on this subject we have received considerable mail, and every 
farmer is an individualist and he has a different point of view; his own 
point of view. 

Our mail indicates that most people are not well informed regard- 
ing this issue and that they do not have all the facts. That is why 
this committee felt we might go into the story so that we might bring 
light on the subject and develop what is true and what is not true. 
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Mr. Davis. Well, getting all the facts is quite a problem. 

Mr. Benper. Obviously you have had mingled emotions on this, 
from the reading of your bulletins and from your own statements. 
In varying degrees you are not as vociferous in your opposition to 
this as you were when you talked to me on the telephone some weeks 
ago. 

Mr. Davis. We have had good reason. 

Mr. Bexper. You have had a change of heart on some phases of 
this program, at least. 

Mr. Davis. That is right. It has been vastly improved. 

Mr. Anpresen. Mr. Chairman, may I inject a question ? 

Mr. Benper. Certainly. 

Mr. AnprESEN. I might say that Mr. Davis has done a fine job with 
his organization. 

[ have had frequent meetings with supervisors in my area. Only 
3 weeks ago, before I left home, 1 met with a majority of the super 
visors in my district. 

Mr. Benper. For your information, this is Congressman August 
Andresen of Minnesota. He is second in command of the powerful 
Agriculture Committee. 

Mr. Anpresen. Thank you. 

The supervisors and myself lacked the details of any reorganization 
lan with the exception of doing away with the regional offices. We 
iad that in our committee and that was generally public. They all 
wanted additional details. 

It did not seem in my area that the supervisors were very much 
concerned about doing away with the regional office, provided the 
State office could be strengthened. Many of them expressed them- 
selves—and they were supervisors and good farmers—that the plan 
might be a good plan to work out properly and for the best interests 
of soil conservation, which is a long- range program. 

Now, I know they are back of you. They helped elect you to your 
office at the annual meeting. The information that you have sent 
out has caused a point of doubt in their minds as to the effectiveness 
of any reorganization plan. 

But I want to say that the supervisors in my district right now 
cannot see how the plan is going to work out. They see that it may 
work out for the best. 

Most of them, on the strength of commitments that I and other 
member of our Committee on Agriculture have made, believe that if 
the plan does not work out our committee, which has been with this 
program since the very beginning, stands ready to make any correc- 
tions as they are necessary ‘by way of passing new legislation. 

I think T have told that to you, and I know other members of the 
committee have also told that to you. 

When it comes down to the question of individuals in the organi- 
zation, I assume that some of us should feel a little miffed that we 
were not consulted entirely with details on how the plan was going to 
work out, just like you said that you have not been consulted, or the 
members of the directors have not been consulted. 

So I, of course, like to have the details. That is why I came down 
to Washington to be at this meeting, to find out the objection to the 
plan. 
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It has been stated here, and you have stated in your weekly letter, 
that you thought Don Williams was a good man. I agree with you. 
I think he is a good man. I am willing to give him a chance. 

[ would like to ask you this: Do you think President Eisenhower or 
the Secretary of Agr iculture or Mr. Coke would do : anything to injure 
the progress of the Soil Conserv: ation Service ? 

Mr. Davis. Not knowingly. Possibly. 

Mr. Anpresen. Well you think they would? You have heard the 
President’s statements, and you have heard Secretary Benson’s state- 
ments, which were quoted, and congratulated him on that. 

Mr. Davis. We are perfectly delighted with his statements, Mr. 
Andresen. But going back into your history and mine together over 
the years, we cannot help but feel that this is a step and only a step 
toward the kind of thing that your committee and our association have 
been unanimous in preventing. 

Mr. Anpresen. Well, you feel satisfied that if anything goes wrong 
so as to retard soil conservation in the future that our committee, 
whether I am a member of it or whether you are president of the 
organization or not, will see to it that soil conservation will go on and 
corrective legislation will be passed ? 

Mr. Davis. We have the utmost confidence in the House Agricul- 
ture Committee, on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. Karsten. But the committee may not be consulted. We had 
that situation here before, that our friends spoke about. 

Mr. Anpresen. Do not worry about our being consulted. I per- 
soni ally have had hundreds and hundreds of _— on this subject of 
reorganization of the SCS, inspired possibly by your weekly letters, 
which have been very good. I have read all of them. It has caused 
concern. 

Now, I know that the natural tendency of the average Congressman, 
and also others interested in the program, is against change. There is 
one exception to that rule, = that is change in the makeup of the 
personnel of the Congress, or the rolls of Congress. By and large I 
think that the soil-conserv: mi program is larger than any individual, 
and that in the short time that we have had the soil-conservation pro- 
gram in operation, which is only around 15 years, when you consider 
that soil erosion and failure to prevent floods has been going on for 
probably 10 million years or more, we have made treme sndous and re- 
markable strides. 

[ want to compliment your organization on the educational pro- 
gram that you have carried on in the soil-conservation districts 
to educate more and more farmers into belie ving that soil conserva- 
tion is a good thing not only for the farmer of today but for the 
people of the future and the entire country. I do not know of any 
organization that has made more remarkable strides than you have 
in the Soil Conservation Service. I think you are to be congratulated 
on that. We want to see that continued. 

But I am not one of those who does not feel really that you cannot 
improve your organization and improve things. So I think that we 
can clear things up here over the course of the next few months so 
that if there are any errors we want to help correct them. 

Mr. Karsten. On this subject, Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness 
a question ¢ 
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Do you think it is wise to change the civil service positions of 
these scientists and these top officials to schedule C ¢ 

Mr. Anpresen. I have served here for a good many years under 
both bureaucrats from the Republicans and bureaucrats from the 
Democrats. I find this: Irrespective of whatever party is in power 
bureaucrats still run the administration. They are doing it today. 
They did it 2 vears ago, and longer than that. 

Mr. Karsten. We thought we were going to get rid of bure: vucracy, 
Mr. Chairman, here last year. I am surprised to hear that. 

Mr. ANpresen. No man at the head of any agency, like the membe1 
of the Cabinet or any of his assistants—— 

Mr. Karsren. That is strictly policy. 

Mr. AnpreseEN—can go in and change the policies, like in the De- 
partment of Agriculture, where you have between 70,000 and 80,000 
employees. I defy anybody to do it. I would like to see it done, but I 
defy any top man to go ahead and make those changes. It is not 
being done now and it has not been done in the past, except probably 
back in 1933. 

Mr. Karsren. Then I ¢ an assume you feel it is wise to change these 
positions over to schedule C?/ Is that a valid assumption ¢ 

Mr. ANnpresen. I do not think whether they are under the Civil 
Service Act is too important. I can tell you this: I can probably 
appoint a lot better man myself to a position that I have something 
to say about without the aid of civil service than by going through 
that routine. I do not think it makes much difference. 

Mr. Fuqua. May I add a little to Congressman Andresen’s state 
ment there about his conversation with his local district ? 

Mr. Benper. Yes. 

Mr. Fuqua. On the State basis plan. 

The baffling and most disturbing thing to us is they propose to make 
the State organization more or less replace the regional setup on a 
similar organization. In doing such a thing as that we have never 
been informed as to where this personnel is going to be gathered up 
from. We do not have enough in our regional offices. There are not 
enough men educated in the United States to spread the men over the 
States and give them the same type of service that we are now getting. 

I mean by that a coordinated teamwork planning. We are, | think, 
being more or less confused and misled on the fact that it would be a 
nice thing had we enough personnel, educated people, to take over 
those positions and bring them closer to us. It would be a fine thing, 
probably, but it is not possible to set up an organization of that kind 
and make it efficient like we now have it, with some partially educated 
scientists or what-have-you. 

It reverts right back to the fact that as a supervisor and an indi- 
vidual supervisor, myself, I would not be willing to stand in there and 
call myself a district supervisor and put out inferior work. I am 
afraid that is what we are going to have as a result of this. 

Mr. ANpresen. Let me speak to that. 

Mr. Fuqua. I do not think the district supervisors have recognized 
that fact yet. That is why they may say things like they have said 
to you. 

Mr. AnpresEn. I am pretty close to them, probably just as close as 
Mr. Davis is, and a good many others, because I have worked with them 
over a period of 15 or 20 years. 
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Mr. Fuqua. I will be 15 years old in June as a supervisor. 

Mr. Anpresen. Our people welcomed the idea of strengthening the 
State office. They thought that would bring these people closer to the 
soil-conservation districts. 

Mr. Fuqua. That is right. 

Mr. Anpresen. Here the Soil Conservation Service is increasing in 
areas and districts. The -y demand additional technical help which j is 
not readily available. 

With this program going on only for 15 years I think they have made 
remarkable stories in “de veloping the needed technical help. 

Mr. Fuqua. That is right. 

Mr. ANpRESEN. We visited the Iowa State Agricultural College here 
about 3 or 4 weeks ago, and we found numerous men who were ‘taking 
special courses in that college, as I assume they are doing in other 
States, to become technicians and engineers and other experts: to go into 
the Soil Conservation Service. I think we will have a bigger supply. 

Mr. Fuqua. We will eventually. 

Mr. Anpresen. To make available to the States. 

Mr. Fuqua. In a few years. 

Mr. AnpreseNn. I think you ought to pat yourselves on the backs for 
the results we have had so far. 

Mr. Fuqua. I am proud of it myself. Why consider a split in the 
organization until we get enough men educated to take care of that? 
We are short of men now. 

Mr. Anpresen. I have to do with the Washington office, the regional 
office, the State office, and then get down into the districts. 

Mr. Fuqua. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AnpresEn. I cannot see that I get much consolation out of the 
regional office. They have to refer their matters to W ashington for 
final decision. So if I can deal strictly with the State office, that brings 
me closer to the people I want to serve out in my area. 

I hope it works out all right. If it does not we can always change it. 

Mr. Karsten. The point you made about being short of men is 
important. Are you actually short of men now ? 

Mr. Fuqua. They are very much in demand; yes, sir. 

Mr. Karsten. How much short? 

Mr. Fueva. I would not be able to make that statement. 

Mr. Karsten. The reason that I am interested is that I under- 
stand that about 88 of the technical staff are going to be relieved of 
their jobs under this reorganization. If you are ‘short already and 
you superimpose a reduction of 88 on top of that you will be even 
more short after the reorganization goes into effect, I should think. 

Mr. Fueua. I am talking about being short of people down on the 
grassroots; the work teams. 

Mr. Karsten. The specialists and technical assistants? 

Mr. Fueva. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Davis. I would like to add a point here, if I may. That is that 
a kid just out of college, regardless of how much education he has 
had, is not a competent technician. 

One of the men in my part of the country is a work unit conserva- 
tionist who has a bachelor’s degree in agriculture and a master’s de- 
gree in agriculture. He told me the other day that he learned more 
about soil conservation, more about agriculture, I should say, the first 
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2 years he was with the soil conservation than he learned in his entire 
college career, graduate and undergraduate. 

Mr. AnpreseENn. Is that not true with every lawyer, doctor, dentist, 
and every other professional man? 

Mr. Davis. That is undoubtedly true, as he gets the training. A 
man goes to work as a law clerk, and he is not sent out to practice 
before the Supreme Court. 

As I will point out later on in this testimony, it is this top-level 
training which is being affected. 

Mr. Anpresen. Let me ask you another question. Are you in accord 
with the President’s statement earlier this week that more money 
should be made available for the Soil Conservation Service ? 

Mr. Davis. Surely. 

Mr. Anpresen. And will that not provide more technicians and 
possible employment of these 88 men who are being left out of the 
Service ? 

Mr. Davis. Well, I can see there is a contradiction. 

Mr. Anpresen. There is no contradiction. I do not see any con- 
tradiction there, because we were told yesterday by Mr. Coke that 
they are within certain budget limitations. 

Now, I am satisfied that Congress will increase the appropriations 
for the Soil Conservation Service and flood prevention. 

Mr. Karsten. We are going to have to get the budget balanced 
before we do that, Mr. Andresen. That is the thing that concerns 
some of these gentlemen. 

Mr. Benver. I hope so. 

Mr. AnpresEN. You let me balance the budget and I would have 
balanced it long ago. 

Mr. Karsten. We are waiting. 

Mr. Anpresen. There are taxes, too, that vou fellows want to 
keep up. 

Mr. Benper. You see how difficult it is for a Republican now. 

Mr. Anpresen. We did it in the 80th Congress. 

Mr. Benper. That is right. 

Mr. ANpRESEN. We balanced the budget and left a surplus of around 
S7 or $8 billion, and then the people decided they wanted to change, 
and they put you back in control. 

Mr. Benper. And then you unbalanced it again. 

Mr. Karsten. Just wait until next year. That is all I can tell you. 

Mr. Benpver. We will balance it again. We are working at it. 

Mr. Davis. Shall I proceed, Mr. Congressman ? 

Mr. Benper. Go ahead if you will. 

Mr. Davis. The actual reorganization of the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice has been handled in a most unusual way. On October 12 our asso- 
ciation was invited to Washington by telegram to learn the details of 
an “intended” reorganization of the entire Department of Agriculture, 
including the Soil Conservation Service. 

The views of soil-conservation districts were not sought. We were 
simply down in skeletonized chart form what the Department “in- 
ran d” to do. We repeatedly asked what technical personnel of 
SCS would be stationed in the proposed new State offices, and in 
Washington. 
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Our officers were told that the Department “had not given any study 
io these details.” Mr. W. L. Southworth, of our association, kept a 
record of our questions and the answers that we received. 

Before going on I would like to say in all fairness that Mr. South- 
worth is not a shorthand reporter, but Mr. Fuqua and Mr. Heidrich 
and 1 were there. If we were called in court to testify as to what was 
asked and what was said we would say that these were the answers 
and these were the questions. 

I am explaining this proposed exhibit F and asking permission that 
it be inserted. 

Mr. Karsten. We touched on this before, and you said you would 
discuss it later. 

Mr. Davis. Yes; this was touched on before. 

Mr. Tou... As to these questions and answers, was there a reporter 
there to take them down? How did you arrive at these questions and 
answers in printed form ? 

Mr. Davis. Mr. Southworth is an experienced newspaperman. Per- 
haps you had better take this over, Bill. 

Mr. Sournworrtnu. I have the original longhand notes I took. As 
Mr. Davis said, I am not a shorthand expert and I did not have a 
stenotype machine or anything like that. 

| am an experienced reporter, a newspaperman ; and certainly to the 
best of my knowledge and capabilities those are the questions that we 
asked and those are the answers we received. 

Mr. Tout. Is this the record of the entire proceeding, or excerpts? 

Mr. Sournworrn. It does not presume to be complete, because when 
you get off on little side issues that I did not consider from my news- 
paper background to be pertinent I just did not write them all down. 

Mr. Benper. Go ahead. 

Mr. Toi. It is up to the members of the committee whether they 
want to admit it as an exhibit or not. 

Mr. Karsten. I ask unanimous consent it be included in the record. 

Mr. Benper. Without objection it will be included. 

(Exhibit F is as follows:) 


ExHIBiItT F 


SUMMARY OF MEETING BETWEEN NATIONAL OFFICERS OF NASCD ANpD OFFICIALS 
OF DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE RE REORGANIZATION, WASHINGTON, D. C. 
OCTOBER 12, 1953 


Present: Waters 8S. Davis, Jr., Nolen J. Fuqua, Francis C. Lindsay, R. Edward 
Baur, George Heidrich, W. L. Southworth, Assistant Secretary J. Earl Coke, 
Under Secretary True D. Morse, Budget Director Ralph Roberts, consultant, 
H. O. Balknap. 

Mr. Coke opened the discussion by stating that the Secretary planned to 
announce on the following day, October 13, a “statement of intention” to reor- 
ganize the United State Department of Agriculture. 

He said that all interested organizations will be allowed until November 1 
to make their suggestions concerning the proposed plans of the Secretary. In 
answer to a question by Mr. Davis, Mr. Coke said that he was unable to state 
definitely that the plan would go into effect on November 1. 

Mr. Coke said the “intended” reorganization plan has been discussed with 
the House and Senate Agricultural Committees and with the Senate Subcom- 
mittee on Agricultural Appropriations. It is being presented by mail to members 
of the House Subcommittee on Agricultural Appropriations. 

Mr. Coke presented a series of charts showing how the entire Department of 
Agriculture would be affected by the intended reorganization. 
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In discussing the reorganization of research functions, he said that all remain- 
ing research work of the Soil Conservation Service is to be transferred to the 
Agricultural Research Administration. 

He stated that the “only change of significance” in the Soil Conservation 
Service will be the elimination of regional offices and the strengthening of 
State offices by giving them greater technical and administrative responsibility 
and authority. 

Following are questions which national officers asked Mr. Coke and Mr. Morse 
and the answers they received. 

Q. (Lindsay.) What part will SCS technicians play in checking the sound- 
ness of practices for which farmers receive ACP payments. 

A. (Coke.) We plan to rescind Memorandum 1278. SCS technicians will not 
be required to check ACP practices. Dr. Salter tells me that it costs SCS about 
$9 million per year to render this service and that SCS only gets $5 million 
back in return. It is our plan to leave this to local ACP committees and if they 
want to ask SCS for technical service they can and reimburse SCS directly. 
The Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment Act creating ACP expires Decem- 
ber 30, 1954, and the details of how work is to be handled will come later as 
we work into the new, program. 

Q. (Davis.) How are county ACP programs to be developed from now on? 

A. (Coke.) I can’t tell. We have not yet rescinded 1278 but plan to later. 

Q. (Lindsay.) If a sizable dam were to be constructed under ACP, would you 
require SCS to provide technical help on the job to prevent so many dam 
failures like we formerly had in California? What would happen if local 
ACP committees did not ask for technical help but relied on community commit- 
teemen or others unqualified to check dam construction ? 

A. (Coke.) I don’t know. 

Q. (Fuqua.) What part will soil-conservation districts have in formulating 
ACP programs under the new setup? 

A. (Coke.) I presume there would be no difference from the present setup. 
I have not studied 1278 thoroughly enough to know exactly what we would do. 

Q. (Baur.) The quality of soil-conservation work is particularly important. 
Under 1278 soil-conservation districts have learned to work with ACP commit- 
tees and have become better acquainted with their neighbors who are also vitally 
interested in soil conservation; 1278 was a long step forward and I think it 
would be a terrible mistake to junk it without having something better to offer. 

A. No answer. 

Q. (Lindsay.) What was the prime, moving reason for deciding on the elimi- 
nation of regional offices? 

A. (Coke.) Our major concern is decentralization and of getting the States 
to work together. State offices, we think, will be more responsive to the wishes 
of local people. It is probably true that it would be cheaper to handle certain 
housekeeping functions on a regional, rather than State basis. 

Q. (Davis.) How about the Forest Service regional offices; are you eliminat- 
ing them too? 

A. (Coke.) We have not attempted any reorganization of the Forest Service. 
There are some other problems involved. Their regional offices may or may not 
be in the same category as those of SCS. 

Q. (Lindsay.) Who will coordinate the work of State offices? 

A. (Coke.) The States will report directly to Washington, D. C. 

Q. (Davis.) What technical staffs will the States have? 

A. (Coke.) “We have not given that any study.” (Note: At request of Bill 
Southworth, Mr. Coke repeated this answer to avoid any misunderstanding. ) 
“We have not gone into any of the detz:ls of the intended reerganization. The 
purpose of the entire reorganization is not to save money, but to realine the 
Department so as to render better service.” 

Q. (Baur.) If my local technician needs highly specialized technical help, 
where will he get it under the new setup? 

A. (Coke.) We are planning to have qualified technical people in each State 
office. 

Q. (Davis.) Is the technical staff in Washington to be strengthened by moving 
trained men from the regional offices ? 

A. (Coke.) I don’t know. 

Q. (Lindsay.) Will the technical people from regional offices be transferred to 
State offices? 

A. (Coke.) Some will probably be put in State offices, how many, I don’t know. 

Q. (Lindsay.) Don’t you think that spreading these technical experts so thin 
in State offices will set up all kinds of competition between States? 
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A. (Coke.) There will undoubtedly be some competition for the good men. 

Q. (Davis.) What about land capability surveyors? 

A. (Coke.) We now have three different kinds of soil surveys in the SCS: 
1. The basic soil survey. (Under Kellogg—old-line soil survey.) 2. Land 
capability survey by SCS. 3. Land capability survey maps. 

Dr. Kellogg tells me that less than 25 percent of the present SCS soil surveyor’s 
time is spent on producing land capability maps for soil-conservation district 
cooperators. SCS is now producing land use type of maps that do not have the 
type of information required for the basic soil survey. 

Q. (Lindsay.) There is one county in California that I know of which has 
been surveyed seven different times by as many different agencies yet none of 
the surveys are the kind the individual farmer can use. Is it your plan to 
consolidate all surveys into one? Until SCS came along with its land capability 
surveys, the farmer didn’t have a thing he could use. 

4. (Coke.) We are ready to admit there has been some progress. We are 
regrouping only to get a better job done. 

Q. (Baur.) Have you take into account the tremendous progress that has 
been made in soil conservation under the present program before deciding to 
wreck it? Is the present program so unsatisfactory that it is worth shattering 
the morale of all those trained technicians and weakening the entire Soil 
Conservation Service? 

A. (Coke.) We think it is. Two committees of Congress asked us specifically 
to examine regional offices to determine whether they are necessary. We have 
decided they are not. 

Q. (Lindsay.) I understand there is to be a considerable reduction in the 
overall Department budget. We were the first national organization that came 
in and presented a concrete proposal for reducing conservation expenditures 
of the Department by 20 percent. Can you assure us that SCS reduction will 
be proportionate to the other agencies in USDA? 

A. (Coke.) I can’t say. We are not permitted to indicate what the Depart- 
ment recommends in the way of budget cuts until the President’s budget message 
S presented to Congress. Besides, what do you mean by proportionate cut? 

Q. (Davis.) We are interested only in having a strong national technical 
agency. Will districts get more or less technical help under your proposed new 
setup? 

A. (Coke.) We think it will be “adequate.” 

@. (Lindsay.) Our group is extremely disturbed by the current thinking in 
the Department and all this emphasis on research and education with apparently 
no recognition that soil conservation is the No. 1 basic problem of all agri- 
culture. 

A. (Morse.) We have no lack of appreciation of soil-conservation districts or 
the problems involved in management and improvement of the soil. 

Q. (Baur.) To my neighbor, whose soil has all washed away, no amount of 
management or marketing is going to help him one bit. How can I go to him 
and ask him to support this reorganization plan when it weakens, instead of 
strengthens, the thing he needs most? 

A. (No answer.) 

(). (Fugua.) How can you say this reorganization plan is going to provide 
better technical help on soil conservation when you haven’t even gone into the 
details of what help will be put in State offices? 

A. (No answer.) 

Q. (Lindsay.) What about these “farm advisory services” you talk about 
in the Blue Book? 

A. (Coke.) Insofar as Extension provides more services to farmers, people 
in soil-conservation districts will get more help. It is probably unfortunate 
that the word “conservation” did not get included in the Blue Book. 

Q. (Lindsay.) In the preface to the Blue Book, Secretary Benson said the 
Department had consulted many organizations. Surely they were not too 
numerous to list, were they? 

A. (Coke.) They included the American Farm Bureau Federation, the Grange, 
and Farmers Union, the general farm organizations. 


STATEMENT BY MR. MORSE AS HE LEFT CONFERENCE 


Mr. Coke deserves a world of credit for his hard work on this reorganization. 
He has consulted many organizations and experts on administration. The thing 
that has pleased us immensely is the general acceptance which his planning is 
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receiving from committees of Congress and others. The Secretary will announce 
his “intention to reorganize” at a press conference tomorrow. Between now 
and November 1 (19 days) interested organizations will have a chance to comment 
and make suggestions. 

Q. (Southworth.) Will soil-conservation districts have a chance to argue about 
details of the reorganization before it goes into effect? 

A. (Coke.) It all depends. We have no further plans for calling in organi- 
zations. 

(). (Davis.) We came to Washington last month offering you folks the out- 
stretched hand of friendship. Our hand is still out. If you will set aside a 
room down the hall and ask some of your experts to sit down with us, we'll 
be delighted to give you our ideas about how we think SCS and the Department 
might be organized for better service to America. We know that SCS isn’t 
a perfect, finely polished diamond that can’t be improved. 

A. (Coke.) We think we have a program that will be effective. 

(). (Baur.) I can’t support this program to my neighbor. I have only one 
choice ; to oppose it. 

A. (No comment.) 

q. (Lindsay.) What happens now that the University of California has 
refused to take over the Pleasanton nursery? 

A. (Coke.) I don’t know. Has the university officially refused? 

(). (Southworth.) Why was the SCS ordered to cut out nurseries? 

A. (Coke.) SCS has two types of nurseries—tree nurseries and grass nurseries. 
We thought they should get out of the tree business, and we believe they can 
concentrate their efforts to better advantage somplace else than in the grass 
nurseries. 

q). (Heidrich.) What is your goal under this reorganization plan? 

A. (Coke.) Our objective is to render better service. If we can save some 
money at the same time, we want to do that too. 

Q. (Lindsay.) Why, with all the troubles you have with falling cattle prices, 
the wheat referendum, price supports, and everything else, did you have to bring 
all this trouble down around your ears? 

A. (Coke.) Why don’t you submit some counterproposal ? 

Q. (Heidrich.) By that, do you mean the door is still open? 

A. (Coke.) You may consider the door open. 


Mr. Davis. 'To save my voice, Bill, will you read this? 

Mr. Toit. Do you want to read it? It will be in the record. 

Mr. Davis. We do not necessarily have to read it. 

As this exhibit shows, we were asked at the end of the meeting of 
our association if our association would care to submit a counter- 
proposal of the “intended” reorganization. We said emphatically 
“Yes,” and agreed to return to Washington on October 29. 

To be strictly accurate, as I recall it, Mr. Fuqua and I, with Mr. 
Coke, the next day agreed on that date. 

In this exhibit I would like to call special attention to the ques- 
tions, the number of times we were told “I don’t know” and especially 


to the one where I asked Mr. Coke: 
What technical staffs will the States have? 
and he said: 
We have not given that any study. 


Mr. Southworth asked him to repeat that and he did repeat it. 

Mr. Benprer. Will you proceed with your statement, Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis. The very next day, however, we learned that the Soil 
Conservation Service was proceeding immediately to put the so-called 
intended reorganization into effect. Regional directors were already 
in Washington to get their instructions with detailed blueprints and 
timetables for reorganizing SCS from top to bottom. 

We were told the day before that no study whatever had been given 
to the details of the SCS reorganization. Yet the printed charts 
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handed to regional directors on October 13 were complete down to 
the last possible detail. So were the 36 administrative steps which 
the regional directors were instructed to start taking immediately. 

Those 36 administrative steps seem to have raised a storm. 

Our association obtained copies of the charts and timetables and 
published them to our members. These are our exhibits G and H, 
which I believe have already been talked about. 

I would like to call your attention to two things. Could we get 
that chart down here, where it is handy? My eyes are not too good. 
I cannot see it very well. 

Mr. Benpt F Why do you not just go up there / 

Mr. Davis. Can you see it from there, too ? 

Mr. oe Yes. 

Mr. Davis. If you will look on this chart—incidentally, it was 
shown us in chart form, and it just said: 


\ll we are going to do is abolish the regional offices 


With our experience with the regional offices we knew the many 
things that we did. 

We were not given copies of the chart. We did not come away from 
that meeting with a single piece of paper, did we? 

Mr. SournworrnH. Just some yellow sheets I had notes on, as 1 
recall, 

Mr. Davis. If you will notice, on this chart, under your “Staff” 
there is planning, engineering, watersheds, soil, and soil surveys. 

This chart I have here is not the Secretary’s chart. These 36 steps 
are not the Secretary’s chart, either. 

We reproduced this. As was said yesterday, these 36 steps were 
given to the regional directors. As I understand it, the regional di- 
rectors were in Washington to find out what the Soil Conservation 
Service setup was going to be. They were given these charts to take 
home and show the folks what they could expect, and about when. 

The statement put in the record after lunch yesterday showed that 
the schedule was not a plan; that is true; but it was as much of a 
plan as was in effect at that time. 

I believe—and I am quite certain—that you will find that as of that 
date the only things in SCS were the planning, engineering, water- 
sheds, soil, and soil surveys. Those were the things that got our 
organization so upset; that and the fact that the day before we were 
told that no thought had been given to the details; and here they all 
are. 

So far as keeping them confidential is concerned, they were sup- 
posed to go back to the regional offices, go back to the State offices, and 
out in the field. Except ‘for ourselves and the general public every- 
body else knew about them and was supposed to know about them. 

Mr. Toru. Were these 36 steps or the chart at the time you received 
them, the original copy which you got, marked in any way? 

Mr. Davis. Yes; it was marked “confidential” but I could not see 
who it was confidential from except us. 

Mr. Porr. From whom did you get it? 

Mr. Davis. If you want the circumstances of that, Mr. Southworth 
got it. 

Mr. Sourpwortn. Would you like the circumstances, sir? 

Mr. Porr. I would. 
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Mr. Sournwortu. I was present at the meeting on October 12 with 
Mr. Coke and our national officers. At the conclusion of that meeting 
when we were asked if we would like to submit a counterproposal Mr. 
Davis told Mr. Coke it would be quite impossible to submit any coun- 
terproposal without some facts and figures to go on. He asked Mr. 
Coke if he would call the Chief of the Soil Conservation Service and 
ask the Chief to give us such details as we might need. Those details 
I am thinking of are these: We wanted to know how many technical 
men SCS had in its regional offices, Washington office, and State 
offices; and some other details. 

Well, Mr. R. Edward Baur, our director from Iowa, and myself 
were designated by Mr. Davis to go over and call on Dr. Salter the 
next morning and get those details. 

When I walked in Dr. Salter’s office he was most cordial. He said 
Mr. Coke had called him and had told Dr. Salter to give me such 
information as I requested, or required. 

Now, of course, I did not talk with Dr. Salter about things that I 
found out later, as I will explain to you, but I do think it fairly logical 
for Dr. Salter to believe that I came over there from Mr. Coke’s office 
knowing all the details. Now, that is a supposition. I, too, do not 
want to get any Government employees into trouble. 

At any rate, the room was full of regional directors. I know all 
them personally. I have known them for years. I got to kidding 
with them and asked them why they were there. They said they were 
in to get their instructions on reorganization. 

This was presented to us as just an intended reorganization, and I 
guess it would be a little of an understatement to say that my curiosity 
was aroused. 

I will shorten this story as much as I can. 

Dr. Salter tried to get the figures that I requested and Mr. Baur 
requested, but it took some time, and the people in the personnel and 
money departments, or wherever they had to get it, said they could 
not have that until noon, so we left. And they said they would 
probably be ready about 1 o’clock. 

Mr. Baur had to catch a plane for Iowa, and I took him down and 
put him in a taxicab and went and had lunch, and I came back at 
about 1 o’clock. 

I noticed as I walked up toward Dr. Salter’s office that there was a 
big meeting going on—a big meeting. 

To identify myself, I think you folks should know that at one time 
I was Dr. Hugh Bennett’s executive assistant, and I believe it is safe 
to say that most everybody in the Soil Conservation Service is used 
to having me prowling around i in offices. At least, when I worked with 
Dr. Bennett I just walked in any room that was open. 

And that room was open, so I walked in and sat down. Dr. Salter 
was not there, but his deputy was explaining the reorganization, tell- 
ing the regional directors what they were to do to put it into effect. 
While I sat there they passed around these 36 steps, and as they went 
past me I took one. 

Mr. Benper. You were spying. 

Mr. Sournworrn. What is that, sir? 

Mr. Benper. You were spying. 

Mr. Sournwortn. Well, they passed the charts out, and I took one 
of those, too. 
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Mr. Porr. Was that the chart shown on the back of this letter of 
October 20? 

Mr. SournwortH. That is the chart, sir. 

Mr. Porr. That is the same chart ? 

Mr. Sournworrn. That is the same chart, with this exception: We 
are kind of a poor outfit down there and it would have cost us another 
sheet of paper to reproduce those charts the way they did, so we just 
linked them together and we took a little mechanical liberties with 
them, but it was done photographically. 

I believe Mr. Davis has some of the original charts that turned up 
down in his soil-conservation district a few days later; and if you 
would like to compare them, you could very easily. 

Mr. Davis. I would like to show these charts at this time. These 
are physical pieces of paper that were handed to me some time between 
October 19 and 26 or 27 by a man in the lower echelons down there 
in Texas. As you will see, it has been reproduced in the Fort Worth 
office. This is his handwriting. I hope it does not get him in trouble. 
I am sure it will not. 

If you will note on this thing what it says here: 

Out: Agronomy, range, biology, forestry— 


and there are some other notations. 

In other words, I would have gotten the darned thing anyhow, but 
about 10 days later. 

Mr. Toxti. In view of the manner in which you received these 36 
steps and in view of the fact that it was marked “confidential” did you 
ask permission from anyone to publish them before you published 
them and sent them around to your members? 

Mr. Davis. In view of the circumstances I do not believe there is 
a living soul that would have done otherwise. 

Mr. Toii. Then I assume you did not ask for permission ? 

Mr. Davis. No. 

Mr. Toru. Although they were marked “confidential.” 

Mr. Davis. Well, when we found out it was going to be confiden- 
tial down as far as the work units were concerned, we knew it would 
not be confidential long. You cannot keep things confidential among 
thousands of people. 

Mr. Torx. But you did not have permission to publish it to your 
members or anyone else? 

Mr. Davis. If you insist on that point; yes. 

Mr. Karsten. What makes it so confidential? That is what I would 
like to know. 

Mr, Davis. That is what we were trying to figure out, especially 
when no details had been thought of the day before. 

Mr. Karsten. There is nothing in here that appears to be of a 
confidential nature. 

Mr. Benper. Obviously the Department must not have been ready 
to announce the program and they were distributing it to their own 
people and giving them a bird’s-eye view of it. That could be it. 

Mr. Torn. Might we ask Mr. Coke why it was marked “confiden- 
tial”? ; 

Mr. Benper. Mr. Coke. 

Mr. Coxr (Assistant Secretary of Agriculture). As I said yes- 
terday, I had not seen the chart. They were, as I said yesterday, 
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work papers which the Soil Conservation Service had developed. 
They did not have that meeting of the regional directors to put 
a plan into effect. The regional directors were called in as a discus- 
sion team on the procedures and what the problems were involved in 
that. 

The Soil Conservation Service had worked out these 36 steps as a 
tentative guide, which, as was stated yesterday, was subject to change 
both as to timing and everything else, because there was no approval 
of any plan for reorganization of the Department of Agriculture. 

They were work papers. ‘Therefore, they were marked “confiden 
tial” because we wished to keep them within our own organization and 
not for publication, because they would, as they did when they were 
released, merely add to confusion and make it a very difficult situa 
tion. To me it was exceedingly unfortunate that they were not main- 
tained as work papers within the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Karsten. At that point: They were passed out at this meet 
ing, were they, Mr. Coke? 

Mr. Coxe. They were passed out to the regional directors 

Mr. Karsten. And they had this wording “target t date” on them? 

Mr. Coxe. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Karsten. That would indicate a pretty definite direction. 

Mr. Coxe. No, sir; they were not a definite direction. 

Mr. Karsten. Even though they had this “target date” on there ? 
What would you call those words, sir? 

Mr. Coxe. That is the date to be shot at. 

Mr. Benper. That is the date they were going to shoot for, but you 
cannot always shoot on the day you want to shoot. 

= Tout. Were these 36 steps ever considered by your committee 

r the Secretary ¢ 

” ie Coxr. No, sir; the committee did not see them. Dr. Salter, 
as I testified yesterday, showed me a copy of them. I said to Dr. 
Salter: “You have the job of working this out. You take it and go 
along.” We were not in a position to attempt to try to work out any 
details until we had had a chance to discuss it with the staff. That was 
the purpose of this meeting. 

Mr. Davis. Might I point out, Mr. Chairman, that this chart here, 
with the omissions of those technologies and vegetative problems 
ties in exactly with that chart, and that also omits them. 

May | also point out that step 21 in this thing, “Develop arrange 
ments for obtaining technical guidance in agronomy, biology, wood- 
land, and range,” also ties in with that chart, because there are none 
of these technologies on that chart. 

Everybody, of course, is privileged to believe what they want, but 
I am convinced in my own mind that that chart without those plant 
technologies was what was going to be put into effect, and I am also 
convinced if we had not raised the storm that is what would have hap 
pened to the SCS today. 

Mr. Anpresen. Mr. Chairman / 

Mr. Benper. Mr. Andresen. 

Mr. AnpresEN. Are you satisfied now with the explanation that has 
been made with reference to the details on this pe articular point ? 

Mr. Davis. Not entirely, Mr. Andresen. These things have been 
declared false and misleading. I submit they are not false and mis- 


51779—_54——_10 








140 REORGANIZATION OF THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 


leading. I submit that these charts and these steps tie in exactly 
with that chart up there. Why they have been called false and mis- 
leading I do not know. 

Mr. Anpresen. Well, the question is what the plan is. Now, Mr. 
Coke testified yesterday, and also reiterated today, that that was a 
worksheet prepared by Dr. Salter’s group for study and to be sent 
out to the people. 

Mr. Davis. Well, is that the plan / 

Mr. Anpresen. Well, that I do not know. This is the plan that 
was presented to us. 

Mr. Davis. Well, there are none of these plant technologies on that 
chart. There are none of the plant technologies on these SCS charts. 
Step 21 shows that they are out as of the Ist of March. 

I think, as far as | am concerned, and as far as these gentlemen here 
with me are concerned, that as of October 13 these plant technologies 
were not in the Soil Conservation Service setup. 

Mr. Toti. According to Mr. Coke’s testimony yesterday, what is 
actually happening now in the plant technology services ? 

Mr. Davis. They are put back. 

If [ean go on with my testimony a little further 

Mr. Herpricn. Just a moment. 

Mr. Andresen, the point is this: The Secretary of Agriculture has 
accused us of putting out false and misleading information when all 
we did was to publicize his very own chart that stands there in back 
of you. 

Mr. Davis. With the steps the SCS had to take to put it into effect. 

Mr. Anpresen. Did you understand that this was the approved 
plan for reorganizing the Soil Conservation Service ? 

Mr. Hemricu. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. What else could you believe ? 

Mr. Hemricu. There it is, Mr. Andresen, right in back of you. 

Mr. Anpresen. I can read a little in between the lines. It is a 
question of how I want to interpret it. Iassume you placed your own 
interpretation on it. 

Mr. Davis. I think if you will let me continue I can substantiate 
this evidence. 

Mr. AnpreEsEN. I would like to have it cleared up myself. 

Mr. Benner. Go ahead. Proceed with your statement, Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis. I will skip the next 2 or 3 paragraphs. 

Mr. Benpver. You can start with Reorganization Plan No. 2 because 
you have covered all of the other in your testimony. 

Mr. Davis. All right. The new reorganization plan—— 

Mr. Benper. You quoted and amplified what you said up here. 

Mr. Davis. Could I go back one more paragraph ? 

Mr. Benper. Surely. Go ahead. 

Mr. Davis. You gentlemen know what happened. Soil-conserva- 
tion district leaders all over the country raised their voices in a storm 
of protest. 

lor publishing this material, our association was later accused over 
nationwide television and radio networks and through the press of 
“disseminating false and misleading information.” 

The Department, in its accusations, said the charts and timetables 
which we published in good faith, were no more than “working sheets” 
and not official in any sense of the word. 
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lor the record, however, it should be known that those charts and 
timetables were official enough on October 13 for the SCS regional 
directors to be told to put them into effect immediately. Official 
records of the Department will show that they did exactly that. They 
returned home, called meetings of their regional office staffs, State 
conservationists, and as far down the line as area conservationists, to 
explain the reorganization and give instructions to all employees on 
how to proceed with reorganization. 

This is a point of fact which this committee can readily establish. 

I would also like to call the especial attention of the committee to a 
public statement by Dr. Robert M. Salter, then Chief of the SCS. 
On November 5, Dr. Salter said: 

I have provided all information requested and followed all my instructions 
as I have understood them. 

Following our meeting with Department officials, the board of direc 
tors of our association met in Houston, Tex., to decide what counter- 
proposal we should make to the reorganization plan then officially a 
“proposal.” 

It was the unanimous decision of our board to request the Depart- 
ment—this was done at the Houston meeting and was already brought 
out in the testimony—not to issue an order putting into effect the 
reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service. This request was 
formally presented to the Department on October 29. 

Instead of being given consideration, the request was brushed aside. 
To our consternation, we were presented with copies of a letter that 
had been sent to every soil-conservation district in the United States 
by the Department, saying, among other things: 

Because of the great amount of confusion caused by the wide dissemination of 
false and misleading information we have prepared this explanatory material 
in order that you might have accurate information first hand. 

Well, that chart leaves off those plant technologies. The SCS 
schedule of activities to put it in effect leaves it off. The SCS chart 
ties in with that chart. Everybody, as I say, is entitled to his own 
opinion. 

Mr. Porr. Just at that point may I ask a question with respect to 
the charges of false and misleading information. In your exhibit G, 
the newsletter of October 16, 1953, you say, and I quote: 

Henceforth, soil-conservation district technicians will get specialized technical 
guidance in these fields from 48 different State extension services, with as many 
different ideas, 

Now, how did you arrive at the conclusion that the State extension 
services would be involved 4 

Mr. Davis. Bill, can you answer that question ? 

Mr. Sournwortru. Yes. That goes ‘ack to, I believe, step 21. 
Under step 21: 

— 

Develop arrangements for obtaining technical guidance in agronomy, biology 
woodland, and range— 
it isa rather simple matter of deduction. Where else could a govern- 
ment agency get technical guidance in agronomy, biology, woodland, 
and range except through the land-grant colleges? 

Mr. Porr. Might they not have gotten it from the State office as 
it would be reconstituted ? 
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Mr. Davis. It would have shown on the State office chart. 

Mr. Sournwortn. Yes. 

Mr. Porr. As a matter of fact, is not this statement the very thing 
which gave rise to the rumors about consolidating the Extension Serv- 
ice with the Soil Conservation Service ¢ 

Mr. Davis. It could be. 

Mr. Porr. Do you not think that under the circumstances that 
statement was misleading, particularly to those who were uninformed ¢ 
Mr. Davis. I do not think that statement is misleading at all. 

Mr. Porr. It leaves me with an inference. I may be unusual in 
this regard. The person who wrote this thought that the State 
extension service would become a part of the Soil Conservation Serv- 
ice, or vice versa. 

Mr. Davis. Well, if you want to go into that, there is some past 
history to review. 

In August the Department issued a booklet called Strengthening 
(American Agriculture Through Research and Education. That was 
a red flag to us. I call your attention to these words: 

The basic long-range needs of American agriculture are to reduce costs, im- 
prove quality, and expand markets 
hose are the needs of agriculture. We reproduced it in photographie 
form. In the entire booklet the word “conservation” or “soil con- 
servation” is not init. Here isa red flag: 

The spearhead of an enlarged extension program should be an expanding 
farm advisory service in each county that will work directly with farm people, 
helping them to take research findings and fit them together so they will work 
profitably on a particular farm. Through direct contacts, the advisory staff 
vould become the channel for bringing to farm people technical and economic 
information needed to develop sound long-range plans for their farms. 

Mr. Porr. I think you will agree with me that that language is 
equivocal; it is subject to several interpretations. Is it not true that 
the Secretary of Agriculture, when the reorganization plan was con- 
sidered by Congress, stated definitely there would be no consolida- 
tion of these two services, and did he not say the same thing again, at 
least in effect, in the news release of October 12 or October 13? 

Mr. Davis. Yes. 

Mr. Porr. And this publication was dated October 16. 

Mr. Davis. Which one? 

Mr. Porr. The one that you sent to your people. 

Mr. Davis. Well, here are the words right here: 

Develop arrangements for obtaining technical guidance in agronomy, biology, 
woodland, and range. 

Mr. Porr. The Extension Service is not used in that sentence. 

Mr. Davis. Where else can you put them? I am not an expert on 
colleges. I understand that Duke has an agricultural department of 
some kind that is excellent in 1 or 2 branches. The University of 
Washington, which is not a land-grant college, has a top department 
in forestry. I do not see where else you could get them, and especially 
with this red flag over here, talking about doing the technical work 
and sound long-range plans, that had been done previously by the 
Soil Conservation Service. It is still being done. 

Mr. Porr. Is it not logical to assume that these technical services 
may have been assigned to the expanded State organizations that 
were anticipated ¢ 
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Mr. Davis. No; I do not think so at all. The State organizations 
would be on the chart somewhere. 

Mr. Benper. Did you have in your mind to ignore or eliminate or 
just not include these subjects in your program, Mr. Coke? 

Mr. Coxe. We did not. You people will remember on the charts 
that we showed, and as we presented it to the committee, we indicated 
the blocks down here were merely indicative of the kind of things we 
would do. We had not worked out the detail on that. We said 
that would have to be worked out. We would have to have those 
kinds of specialists in the organization in order to earry this thu 
on. 

Mr. Toiu. Was it ever your intention to obtain technical euidance 
in agronomy, biology, woodJand, and range from the Extension 
Service ? 

Mr. Coxe. It was not. 

Mr. Karsten. Has the Extension Service been anxious to get into 
the act on this? 

Mr. Coxe. I am sure I do not know. I do not know what their 
ideas are because I have not discussed it. 

Mr. Karsten. I thought that you were formerly with the Extension 
Service. 

Mr. Coxe. I formerly was with the Extension Service, but I have 
not discussed with the land-grant colleges, the Extension Service, 
or the experimental stations any program at all about the possibility 
of their supplying technical services. 

Mr. Karsten. Based upon your past experience, has the subject ever 
come up ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. Yeu mean in discussions / 

Mr. Karsten. Yes. 

Mr. Coxr. I do not know that the subject has come up specifically 
no. 

Mr. Karsren. In a general way, that is what I am talking about. 

Mr. Coxe. What do you mean, the Extension Service taking ove: 
the Soil Conservation Service ? 

Mr. Karsten. Getting into the act. 

Mr. Coxe. I can answer that very definitely—no. 

You will recall that I was in the Extension Service only 3 years. 

Mr. Benver. You may proceed with your statement, Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis. The new reorganization plan was indeed a drastically 
changed plan from the first. Where the first plan eliminated all of 
the top-level scientists of SCS in agronomy, range management. 
woodland, and wildlife, the second had them restored. The title of 
“State director” in the first plan was changed back to “State conser 
vationist.”. This apparently was to allay the fears of those who 
thought this job was slated to become a political plum. 

At this poirt I would like to interject something. Our concern over 
this was not over the change from State director to State conserva- 
tionist ; it was not necessar ily concerned merely about a change in title. 
We were fearful that those would become political plums. That they 
have not, we are very happy about and very grateful. I have le arned 
since, though, that even though the title “State conservationist” is 
today the same as it was prior to November 2, there has been a differ- 
ent civil service rating given to the job. I am not an expert on this, but 
I believe that up until November 2 the State conservationists had 
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grade 12 and grade 13 as a rule in their civil service rating, and under 
the new organization they are given a grade raise of one standing. I 
think now they are 15 or 14. 

Mr. Karsten. How much would that amount to in their annual 
salary / 

Mr. Davis. I do not know. I would not know. 

Mr. Karsten. Can you tell us, Mr. Coke, how much that would 
amount to ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. You cannot answer that unless you go through and 
analyze each one. 

Mr. Karsten. A jump from grade 15 to 14, what would be the 
average ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. It would depend upon where they are in grade 13. 

Mr. Karsten. I realize that. 

Mr. Coke. And where they go in grade 14. The difference between 
the 2 grades, if they are at the ‘bottom of each one, is about $1,000. 

Mr. Karsten. About $1,000. That would be an additional $1,000 
for each conservationist; is that correct ? 

Mr. Coxe. Again, may I suggest that you cannot blanket this thing 
into an average figure of that kind because if you are trying to arrive 
at the increased cost—— 

Mr. Karsren. A man could have been at the top of 13 and moved up. 

Mr. Coxe. Which would be a $200 increase, so I cannot give you a 
figure. 

Mr. Karsten. Why was the increase in salary ? 

Mr. Coxe. Because of the increased responsibility. We were plac- 
ing a responsibility for the program on the State conservationist. 
They do have an enlarged responsibility and with that a grade increase 
is well justified. 

Mr. Karsten. One man will get $200 for his responsibility and an- 
other man could conceivably get $1,000 ? 

Mr. Coxe. Depending upon his grade structure. 

Mr. Davis. There were numerous other changes. Regional staffs 
to handle the small watershed program were restored. Additional 
manpower was added to the Washington office of SCS. 

The chart for this second plan is our exhibit I. Please note that 
even this does not show all the things that were restored to SCS. These 
were taken care of in a separate letter by the then Chief Robert M. 
Salter. This is our exhibit J. 

Now I call attention to exhibit J. You will note that it is dated 
October 27, 1953. 

This says: 

There are some details and minor modifications of the attached organization 
chart of the SCS which are outlined below. 

1. On the staff of the Assistant Administrator for Technical Services, in addi- 
tion to the soil surveys, there will be staff specialists in agronomy, biology, 
forestry, planting materials, range, and research liaison in the Washington office. 

It is our contention this letter puts those back into the Soil Con- 
servation Service. 

Mr. Benper. I congratulate you then. We will put a star in your 
crown for that. 

Mr. Davis. I am getting stars, but not in my crown. This state- 
ment apparently has been changed since then. The next sentence 
reads: 
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Comparable field personnel to service the various State programs will be at 
tached to the Washington office of SCS and will be located in the different geo 
graphic areas at various colleges having strong departments in the specialty 
involved. 


Dr. Bennett was challenged on the various colleges yesterday. At 
the moment we do not know where they are going to be. Also you will 


notice soil correlation will be under the Assistant Administrator, Tech- 
nical Services, in the Washington office, and field correlators attached 
to the Washington office will be stationed at appropriate colleges, 
depending upon the correlation workload in the States. 

Of course, that made no significant change, but the No. 1 at the 
bottom of Dr. Salter’s letter, which was photographically reproduced, 
does make a significant change. If I live to be 1 million years old, 
which I will not, I will never believe otherwise than that this put 
those technical specialties back into the Soil Conservation Service. 

Mr. Tou. You are assuming the addition of these technical serv 
ices are modifications rather than details ¢ 

Mr. Davis. And major modifications rather than minor. Of course 
they are major modifications. Those things put the technologists back 
in the Soil Conservation Service. 

Mr. Toutxi. As I understood Mr. Coke to testify yesterday—and cor- 
rect me if 1 am wrong—those technologists were never out of the 
Soil Conservation Service. They were simply left out of the chart 
because they were considered details. This letter fills in the details 
to some extent, so that they now appear in the charts of the entire 
organization. As I understood his testimony, they were never out 
of the organization plans of the Soil Conservation Service. 

Mr. Davis. I have not had the benefit of legal advice in drawing this 
testimony up. I heard what Mr. Coke said, but I will stick by my 
opinion. 

In his letter to the soil-conservation districts, dated October 27, the 
Secretary again referred to the second plan as only a “proposed” re- 
organization. He said: 

It will require several weeks to work out sufficient of the detail before a start 
can be made in actually implementing the reorganization. We will welcome 
any suggestions during this period that people may have regarding their ideas 
as to the type of organization that would best serve the farmers of the Nation. 

That is what we were doing, getting opinions on the farmers’ thought 
about this thing. I am quite sure that there were a number of them 
that came in. 

The above promise, like so many others, was never kept. On No- 
vember 2, several days before this letter even reached my own soil- 
conservation district, the Secretary ordered the reorganization plan 
into effect. 

In examining the unusual circumstances surrounding our second 
meeting with Department officials, I hope this committee will pay 
especial attention to the fact that while we were at the conference 
table submitting our counterproposal letters were already in the mail 
to our members accusing us of spreading false information. 

It was most reminiscent of December 7, 1941. 

By November 5 even more changes had been made in the original 
reorganization plan. 

If you will notice, in exhibit K you have the plant technology sec- 
tion and these other things in there which are entirely at variance 
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to the original, and we firmly believe these were added since then as 
major modifications, not minor modifications. 

The chart, exhibit K, is a composite of the Department’s charts and 
letters of October 27 and Dr. Salter’s letter of that same date. In 
addition to the organization chart, exhibit K, there are now two other 
significant charts showing geographic distribution, not regional offices, 
of the new setup. Exhibit L is that for watershed, engineering, and 
geographic servicing. These subdivisions of the country are 7 in 
number and exactly duplicate the areas of the old 7 regional offices. 

Were exhibits L and M given to the committee yesterday / 

Mr. Tout. They were not. 

Mr. Davis. Exhibit L is that for watershed, engineer ing, and carto- 
eraphic servicing. ‘These subdivisions of the country are 7 in number 
and exactly duplicate the areas of the old 7 regional offices 

Exhibit M shows five new subdivisions of the country for plant 
technology servicing. The scientists in these fields, as shown in Dr. 
Salter’s letter of October 27, are being located at various colleges 
having either the strongest departments in their special fields or, for 
soils work, those with the heaviest backlog of correlation work, 

And may I ask if that is true—located in colleges to located in State 
colleges or something ? 

Mr. Benner. It is my impression that it has not been determined 
as yet. 

Mr. Coxe. I told you yesterday we did not have the location of these 
five groups. 

Mr. Davis. They are being located somewhere. 

All of them are attached administratively to the Washington office 
of the SCS and are parts of that office. Presumably, their orders 
will come from Washington, possibly from the five field agents on 
the Administrator’s staff. Centralization of control of these men in 
Washington, but headquartering them‘in scattered places, completely 
lisrupts the teamwork that made the SCS of old world famous. 

Grouping watershed, engineering, and cartography in 7 subdivi- 
sions, all administratively responsible to Washington, and plant tech- 
nology servicing into 5 geographic groups, also responsible to Wash- 
ington, is certainly a most unusual way to aline an organization for 
increased efficiency and better service to the farmer. 

The most serious questions we are now asking ourselves are these: 

1. Can the now scattered top supervision and assistance be more 
effective than the close-knit teams of the days before November 2? 

I call your attention here to the statement on page 20 yesterday: 

The technical functions formerly handled in the regional offices will be handled 
in three ways. 

In the regional office there was a 1-stop service station and now 
vou have 3. 

Some functions will be placed in the State office itself. Some will be con- 
tinued in a manner similar to the past and some will be dispersed over groups of 
States. 

The old seven regional offices had all the scientific fields needed to 
assist with the soil-conservation work on the land, joined together as 
teams in each of them. There were mapmaking laboratories, engi- 
neers, hydrologists, soils men, agronomists, biologists, range special- 
ists in the West, information men to tell the story, accountants, and 
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others. They were all together in central locations doing work in a 
way that has been frequently complimented for its efficiency, but never, 
to our knowledge, criticized until most recently. 

Mr. Karsren. Has there been any criticism of it? I have not 
heard of it. 

Mr. Davis. The Appropriations Act of Congress asked that investi- 
gation be made of the regional offices. That may or may not be an 
implied criticism. 

Mr. Benper. And the appropriations were cut; were they not ¢ 

Mr. Davis. The budget said that they were going to cut them, but 
I believe they wound up about the same, if not : ashade higher. 

Mr. Hewricu. The budget figures of the administration cut the 
appropriation to the Soil Conservation Service, but I believe the Con- 
gress restored the figures. 

Mr. Davis. You may be thinking of the ACP appropriations. 

Mr. Benver. That is right. 

Mr. Davis. The reorganization destroys the essential teamwork. 
Engineering and cartogr raphy divisions in seven field-servicing units, 
remain on a regional geographic, but not authoritative, basis. But 
- topsoils and plant technicians are grouped into five different geo- 

‘aphic areas. Even within those five areas they are being scattered 
aT around, as Dr. Salter’s letter points out. 

On the face of it, this just doesn’t make commonsense to us. 

Can any but greatly expanded staffs in the 48 States plus 4 islands 
ian Territories fulfill the former functions of both State and regional 
offices ? 

As the efficiency of the SCS and its service to farmers is to be in- 
creased, not weakened, according to repeated departmental pro- 
nouncements, it should be obvious that such cannot come about with- 
out greatly increased costs. 

The duties and responsibilities of the State conservationist cannot 
possibly be met adequately by one man and an assistant. 

It is physically impossible for the three men indicated—the conser- 
vation engineer, soil conservationist, and State soil scientist—to even 
closely approximate what the State program services staffs are sup- 
posed to do. 

As for the State administrative staffs, those who are to do the house- 
keeping now on a 48-State-plus basis, refer to exhibit F at the top of 
page 2 where we were told: 

It is probably true that it would be cheaper to handle certain housekeeping 
functions on a regional, rather than a State, basis. 

Yesterday the figures indicated they could do it with less manpower 

All of the responsibilities assigned to the State offices must be met. 
Every one of them is import ant to meet agreements with farmers and 
the requirements of Congress. Each of them must be done, and done 
well. But staffs to do them now on a 48-State basis as they have done 
in the past in 7 regional offices surely will be infinitely higher in cost 
or tremendously less efficient. 

The duties of the State conservationist and State administrative staff 
appear below. 

Mr. Bennper. They will be incorporated in the record at this point. 

(The jobs and functions are as follows :) 


State conservationists.—Directs, plans, and coordinates all technical and ad- 
ministrative activities of the State relating to a coordinated national program of 
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soil and water conservation, land use and flood prevention; responsible for the 
application of broad national poliicies and standards and for formulating and 
establishing State policies and procedures for the administrative management of 
the program within the State; responsible for the application of broad national 
technical policies and standards and for the formulation of State technical policies 
and standards to effect a complete soil- and water-conservation program within 
the State, maintains relationships with cooperating groups and agencies within 
the State 

Program services staffs.—Responsible for the application of State policy and 
standards in: (1) All phases of a complete soil- and water-conservation program, 
including agronomy, biology, forestry, range, agricultural engineering, irrigation 
and drainage operations, including design and construction; soil-seurvey opera- 
tions, interpretation, and correlation and classification; (2) farm and ranch 
planning and action procedures; (3) the establishment and maintenance of a con- 
servation-needs inventory, the recording of accomplishment and the analyzing of 
this information for program use; and (4) watershed planning and construction ; 
recommends the need for research and assists in formulating additional policy 

r changes in presently existing policy and standards; reviews the field program 
for adherence to technical standards and policies; maintains relationships and 
ooperates with other agencies and groups concerned with these activities. 

State administrative services staff—Coordinates the administrative-manage 
ment functions by applying national policies and standards and formulating and 
establishing State policies and procedures for procurement, contracts, space 
Inanagement, claims, property management, records and reports; budgetary, 
accounting, and auditing functions; and employment, classification, training, 
placement, personnel investigations and safety-program functions; directs and 

nducts these functions for the State and makes recommendations to improve 
nanagement and personnel utilization; exercises delegated employment and 
lasSification authority, authorized certifying authority, and contractual 
iuthority. 


Mr. Davis. As long as the money comes from Washington, the con- 
trol will be in Washington. Even with 48-plus personnel officers 
in the 48-plus States, insular and Territorial offices, hirings and firings 
will still have to be done in accord with Federal civil-service regula- 
tions. T'll admit, though, with 48-plus hiring and contracting officials 
there doubtless will be wider variations in ee itions of civil 
service and other regulations than there have been in the 7 regional 
offices. Such remotely controlled multiple heillink of congressional 
appropriations opens the door to dangers of scandals. 

Mr. Benner. You do not really think we have any scandals in this 
administration ; do you? 

Mr. Davis. I may emphatically say that I do not. 

Mr. Karsren. Even despite the record that shows there have been 
some { 

Mr. Davis. Let me stick to soil conservation. I limit all of my 
activities to just plain conservation and soil-conservation districts. I 
even limit my thinking to that. 


CENTRALIZATION NOT DECENTRALIZATION 


With the top-level technologists scattered around the country, but 
attached administratively to the Washington office you have much 
more centralization of administration than under the regional office 
system. The regional offices were, in fact, service offices located i in 7 
different parts of the country, close to the people they were serving. 
One of their advantages was their authority to make on-the-spot deci- 
sions without having to get O. K.’s from the banks of the Potomac. 

In those days a State conservationist could not get the specialized 
scientific help on a knotty problem from his one-stop service station, 
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the regional office. Now when the State conservationist meets a com 
plex situation, and very few problems in soil conservation are not 
complex, in addition to his problem with the land he has a problem 
with his own organization. 

To illustrate the ¢ omple xity of “en soil-conservation problem, diteh 
digging and grass waterways are cases in point. You have to build : 
grass waterway as an outlet for ibiieted water. Engineers do the 
layout for the dirt-moving equipment, but the waterway is not any 
good until it gets grass on it, and that is where you get your agronomist, 
and sometimes you have to dig way down into the subsoil. Just how 
that subsoil will be treated to get that protective cover of grass is a 
problem with the vegetative specialist. 

How can he get the team of scattered experts to meet at a given pla 
all at the same time, on a specific problem via the remote Washington 
route? Wecan see many frustrations in this system which centralizes 
in Washington many of the former decentralized authorities of t 
regional offices. 

In conclusion, it is ap parent that, though great forward strides ha\ 
been made since the original October 13 penoseals , much is yet to be 
done. As a first step in further modifications, it should not be un 
reasonable to suggest that the organizations aa anes and viti uly 
concerned with these moves, the soil-conservation districts of America 
as represented by the National Association of Soil Conservation Dis 
tricts, be coi isulte d in the true sense of the word. Such consultati 
should be in good faith on both sides, with all the cards face up on the 
table. Pending the outcome of such consultations, and to them we 
pledge our nonsalaried services in all good faith, the SCS should be 
returned to the status quo before the November v pronouncement by 
the Department. 

Mr. Benper. The subcommittee will recess until 2 o’clock this afte 
noon. 

We will hear the statements of witnesses, and if Mr. Davis will 
main we might possibly like to ask him some questions later in the 
afternoon. 

(Whereupon the subcommittee took a recess at 12:15 to reconvene 

tZp.m.). 
AFTERNOON SESSION 


(The subcommittee reconvened, at the expiration of the recess, at 
2 p.m.) 

Mr. Benner. The subcommittee will come to order, please. Repre- 
sentative ao hs as a letter he would like to read into the record. 

Mr. Porr. For the benefit of the record, at my request the staff 
called Mr. W. W. Naff, president of the Virginia Association of Soil 
Conservation Districts, and obtained permission from him to insert 
in the record his letter of November 9, 1953, written from Boones Mill, 
Va., addressed to Mr. D. A. Williams, Acting Administrator, Soil 
Conservation Service, Washington 25, D. C. That letter is as fol 
lows: 


DEAR Mr. WILLIAMS: The information I have seen on the reorganization of 
the United States Department of Agriculture indicates a desire on the part 
of the Department to place more responsibility within the States, improve the 
efficiency of program operation within the States, and improve the relationships 
between the Department and the States, and the various agricultural organiza- 
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tions and agencies within the States. I wish to let you know that generally 
the soil-conservation district supervisors of Virginia are in sympathy and 
accord with the proposed purposes and objectives of the reorganization as we 
understand them. 

We do feel that good working relationships between the various farm organiza- 
tions and agricultural agencies within the State are of paramount importance if 
the best interest of the farmer is to be served and the maximum efficiency ob- 
tained. We further feel that the naming of key personnel within the State 
is a vital factor in attaining the right kind of relationships and the overall 
objectives of the Department. Therefore, on behalf of the soil-conservation 
district supervisors, I wish to urge that people in the State be given an op- 
portunity to advise with you and other officials of the Department concerned 
with such appointments before appointments to these key positions are made. 
We definitely feel that such consultations can be of mutual advantage to every- 
one concerned. 

Assuring you that consideration of this suggestion will be greatly appreciated, 
I am 

Sincerely yours, 
W. W. NarFr, 
Chairman, Virginia Association. 

Mr. Benner. We will now call to testify Mr. George Wilson, presi- 
dent of the California Farm Bureau Federation, representing the 
(merican Farm Bureau Federation. Mr. Wilson. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE WILSON, PRESIDENT, CALIFORNIA FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION, REPRESENTING AMERICAN FARM BU- 
REAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Wirson. My name is George Wilson. I am a member of the 
executive committee of the board of directors of the American Farm 
Bureau Federation and president of the California Farm Bureau 
Federation. 

We had with us yesterday Mr. H. G. Blalock, of Virginia, and 
Mr. M. A. Hubbard, of Virginia, who found it necessary to return 
to their homes last night. We also had Mr. Clyde Bonar of West 
Virgimia who found it necessary to return. I have a statement of 
Mr. Blalock which he asked that I read into the record, and I will 
do so after completing my statement. Also, Mr. Slusher, president 
of the Missouri Farm Bureau Federation was present, and Mr. Vorhees 
of New Jersey, who left a statement for the record if he cannot return. 

I appreciate the opportunity to present the views of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation relating to the reorganization of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. The AFBF has advocated for 

i long time the reorganization of the Department of Agriculture, 
ant in doing so, generally has supported the recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission as a basis for working out a solution of the 
complex problems that are involved. 

Our current resolutions adopted by the elected voting delegates of 
the member State farm bureaus at Seattle, Wash., last December, read 
in part as follows: 

We have long resisted the trend toward concentration and centralization of 
power in the Federal Government. Through resolutions, representations to 
Congress, and consultation with other groups, we have expressed our viewpoint 
on means to retain individual freedoms. Now we urge immediate action to 
implement our policies. 

Every program should be examined to ascertain if it is actually needed; and 
if so, whether it can be reduced, combined, or decentralized and to what extent 
it needs coordination with other programs to avoid overlapping, duplication, and 
inefficiency. 


& 
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The criteria used for considering decentralization and coordination of needed 
programs should be as follows: All doubts concerning the solution of any prob 
lem should be resolved in favor of solving such problem either by the individual 
or the unit of government closest to the individual, * * * 

We oppose the Federal Government's bypassing a State government and pai 
ticipating in economic programs directly with citizens of a district, county, or 
smaller government unit, or with individuals within a State. * * * 

Reorganization should be achieved as rapidly as possible, consistent with 
the development of a specific and sound pattern of operation, the enactment of 
necessary Federal legislation, and the adoption of needed enabling acts by the 
States. 

In accordance with these resolutions, we actively supported Re 
ganization Plan No, 2 of 1955. 

Pursuant to the authority contained in Reorganization Plan No. 2. 
the Secretary of Agriculture issued on October 13, 1953, an announce 
ment setting forth the program he contemplated following with re 
spect to reorganizing the Department, with the indication that the 
program would go into effect after interested parties had an oppor 
tunity to comment, suggesting that comments be submitted prior to 
November 1. In the announcement the Secretary indicated that the 
proposals had been made after consultation with farm organization 
leaders, as well as by others. The officers of the American Farm Bu 
reau Federation were consulted by the personnel of the De partment 
of Agriculture on this subject and principally by Assistant Secre 
tary Earle Coke. 

The reorganization plan, announced on October 13, is obviously 2 
general overhauling of the organization of the entire Department 
which does two main things: (1) Regroups services within the Depart 
ment that are related to each other; and (2) decentralizes some fun 
tions that can best be performed in the States. While emperiente 
with the operation of this plan may make minor changes necessary, th 
broad plan of reorganization outlined by the Secretary should wor k 
toward the objective of better service to farmers with greater economy. 

We think it is particularly important that major emph: ‘sis Is placed 
on marketing. While storage programs have their place in a tota! 
farm program, in the final analysis agricultural commodities are pro- 
duced for ultimate sale and consumption. In view of the expanded 
productive capacity of agriculture, particularly due to the stimulus 
of World War II, we are faced with the situation of a highly produc 
tive agricultural plant and a contracting foreign market abroad. If 
agriculture is to avoid another decade of unsatisfactory returns due 
to inadequate markets similar to the decade of the twenties which 
among other things, finally resulted in the collapse of not only the 
American economy but the world economy as well, we must as a nation 
take those steps that are necessary to expand our agricultural mar- 
kets to a point where they balance with the resources devoted to 
agricultural production. There is no substitute for markets. Surely 
the Department of Agriculture must play an important part in dis- 
charging the United States Government’s role in expanding both do- 
mestic and foreign markets. 

In view of the extreme importance of the relationship of the States 
to the Federal Government, we are encouraged by the establishment 
of a Federal-State relations group to give due attention to these 
problems. It is particularly important that the Department of Agr: 
culture is giving attention to the problem of working out better 
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Federal-State relationships at this time for the reason that the Fed- 
eral Government has been bypassing State governments to an increas- 
ing extent in recent years by de aling directly with district, counties, 
and smaller governmental units, and even with individuals within a 
State, in the administration of economic programs. This tends to 
undermine further the delicate balance of power, envisioned by the 
founders of the Constitution, between State governments and the Fed- 
eral Government. 

It is our understanding that the committee is primarily interested, 
however, in discussing the phases of this general reorganization which 
affect the Federal Soil Conservation Service. Much of the discus- 
sion with respect to that agency has centered about the proposal to 
decentralize responsibility for program formulation ial execution 
‘rom the regional offices to the State offices. 

The American Farm Bureau Federation feels that the development 
and maintenance of a good soil-management program is 1 basis 
for a profitable, continuing, overall agricultural program for this 
country. Our individual members are keenly aware of their respon- 
ability to conserve and improve the Nation’s soil and water resources. 
They also realize that if these great resources are to be conserved and 
improved, conservation practices must be applied on individual farms 
by individual farmers. While the Government can offer a great deal 
of help by providing educational and technical assistance to farmers 
in the planning and installation of conservation practices, the end 
value of the program will depend upon the appreciation and accept- 
ance it receives from individual farmers. This is not a simple mat- 
ter, but greater progress can be achieved by having technicians work 
in close cooperation with soil-conservation districts, other local and 
State agencies, and the participating farmers, in the formulation and 
execution of conservation plans, than by having such plans formu- 
lated and executed under rigid rules laid down by distant regional or 
national offices. In addition to a maximum of soil and water con- 
servation and land improvement with minimum of dictation from a 
Government agency, the Farm Bureau is extremely interested in see- 
ing a full dollar’s worth of soil conservation and improvement for 
aoe dollar invested regardless of whether it is the farmer’s dollar 
or a tax dollar. 

It appears to us that the real question is, How can the Government 
provide the most effective assistance to farmers within the frame- 
work of these principles / 

It should be noted that the plan announced by the Secretary of 
Agriculture does not disturb the authority and responsibility of the 
soil-conservation districts which are based on State, rather than Fed- 
eral, law. However, the plans as announced move in the direction of 
(1) strengthening local operation and control of soil-conservation 
programs through soil-conservation districts; (2) lesse ning ce ntralized 
control and domination of program formulation and execution; (3) 
enlarging the s ‘ope of the Soil Conservation Service to include water- 
shed-protection programs; (4) providing better opportunity for 
avoiding overlapping and duplication of skills and facilities avail- 
ible in local communities; and (5) increasing efficiency by permitting 
those best acquainted with the problem to apply their knowledge 
with a minimum of interference. These developments are in line with 
Farm Bureau thinking. 
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Since 1938 the American Farm Bureau Federation has pointed out 
that the best way to obtain maximum effectiveness is to decentralize 
administration of programs so as to bring them as close as possible 
to the man on the land. 

In addition to the foregoing, in order for America to continue to 
have a healthy agriculture, farmers must be allowed an opportunity 
to obtain what they earn in the market place. We well recognize 
that over a period of time it is impossible to get more than we earn. 
However, in order to get fair prices in the market place, we must 
avoid overburdening the market with excessive supplies. Some well- 
meaning people argue that the stocks carried over from year to year 
should be maintained at exceptionally high levels in contemplation 
of a possible third world war, a short crop, or an unforeseen increase 
in demand. a of wheat, cotton, corn, or other commodities 
which exceed a generous allowance for domestic consumption, pos- 
sible exports, oa a reasonable allowance for carryover are not in the 
best interest of farmers or the public generally. While it is true that 
the possibility of war is an ever-present reality, the sound ways to 
maintain agricultural reserves are by building soil fertility and by 
maintaining a strong livestock economy. A soil conservation and 
improvement program pointed im this direction would be America’s 
best guaranty of adequate supplies to provide for the eventualities 
of another conflict and increased population yet to come. It would 
not undermine our free choice system. It would discourage the ex- 
ploitation of marginal agricultural resources which now should be 
conserved. Government programs that encourage continued high- 
level production, in such areas as the Dust Bowl only to glut an already 
saturated market, are incompatible with sound conservation and sound 
marketing. 

The reorganization program strengthening local authority and re- 
sponsibility for soil conservation, emphasizing marketing to enable 
farmers to earn an adequate income and also emphasizing research 
and farm management, together with the maintenance of a strong live- 
stock economy, provides a firm basis for expanding agricultural pro- 
duction wherever it is needed. 

The membership of the American Farm Bureau Federation through- 
out the 48 States and Puerto Rico wholeheartedly believes that the 
Secretary of Agriculture deserves an opportunity to carry out his 
plan of decentralization with respect to not only the improvement and 
conservation of our soil resources but also with respect to the Depart 
ment of Agriculture generally. 

Mr. C hairman, if I might, I would just like to comment in addition 
and personally that I have sat here this day and a half and I have 
certainly been impressed with the high degree of agreement. The 
only difference that I see in any of the folk who have testified before 
this group is the question as to whether or not they fear the possi 
bilities of the changes which are being brought about in this reorgani- 
zation plan. There certainly has been no question about a unanimous 
agreement that we must have better soil conservation, 

If I might say a personal word, as I have sat here I could not 
help but think of my personal situation. Two years ago, when I felt 
I was doing reasonably well, I found it necessary to leave the farm 

rather quic kly to assume my responsibilities as president of the Farm 
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Bureau. I did it because I had 2 boys and I thought I could be home 
2 or 3 times a week and watch the operations closely. However, I 
found I could return home very seldom, and I turned the farm over 
to the boys. I must say I had a good deal of misgivings about what 
I thought were rather screwy things they were doing with the ranch 
that did not meet my complete approval. However, it was with more 
pride than disappointment that I saw at the end of the year the crops 
turned out better than the year before. 

Mr. Karsten. That was the year the boss was away / 

Mr. Witson. The year the boss was away the boys took over with a 
lot of vision and initiative and they did a good job. They did better 
than the year before when I thought we were doing pretty well. 

If there are no questions on this paper I would like to read Mr. 
Blalock’s statement. 

Mr. Karsten. First I would like to ask you, do you speak as an 
ndividual or for the Farm Bureau Federation / 

Mr. Wiison. I speak for the Farm Bureau Federation. 

Mr. Karsten. Has your federation taken any position on this? 
Have you had a meeting at which the federation approved or disap 
proved this plan / 

Mr. Witson. We had a national meeting at which we approved it in 
a resolution which I read and which appears on the first page of my 
statement. 

Mr. Karsten. When was the meeting? 

Mr. Wirson. Last December, December 1952, in Seattle, Wash. 

Mr. Karsten. That was before the reorganization plan we have 
before us was conceived. I do not see how you could approve or re- 
ject something that was not in being. 

Mr. Witson. We are obligated in our organization to live very 
closely to the resolutions, but the board does, of course, have the priv- 
ilege of interpreting the resolutions, and it is the opinion of the board 
that the reorganization plan does come within these resolutions. 

Mr. Karsten. That is the opinion of the board. Your situation per- 
haps would be similar to that of the National Association of Soil 
Conservation Districts, where you have a board of directors. 

Mr. Witson. Of course you and we can naturally read this resolu- 
tion and then make our interpretation as to whether this reorganiza- 
tion is within this resolution. It is the opinion of our board that it 
is within this resolution. 

As to our own State farm bureau, on November 17, I believe, it 
passed a resolution which is very short and merely says directly that 
we favor this particular reorganization plan. 

Mr. Karsten. That is the entire membership of your State organi- 
zation ¢ 

Mr. Wuson. The California Farm Bureau Federation; yes. It is 
a very short resolution. It is: 

We support the program of reorganization of the United States Department 
of Agriculture, and urge that it be carried through to completion. 

Mr. Karsten. That is the resolution of one individual State or- 
ganization ? 

Mr. Winson. Yes. 

Mr. Karsren. But you have not had a national meeting and done 
this formally ? 
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Mr. Witson. I am quite sure—— 

Mr. Karsren. Just a moment. You are acting as a board of direc- 
tors in this case interpreting what you believe to be the will of the 
membership ¢ 

Mr. Wi1son. We are interpreting the resolution passed by our mem- 
bership at the last national meeting. So far as the California Farm 
Bureau Federation is concerned, this is the resolution of California. 
I believe some of the representatives of other State organizations 
will have their resolutions. Mr. Blalock has a ae passed at 
a meeting of his State organization held on November 4, 5, and 6. 

Mr. Benver. Mr. Blalock is supporting this program ? 

Mr. Witson. Yes. 

Mr. Karsten. Have you in the past had any thoughts about putting 
soil-conservation activities, particularly the technical staff, in the 
States? 

Mr. Witson. We have not in recent years. I could not answer that 
question. 

Mr. Karsten. That is all I have. 

Mr. Benver. Have you at any time during the course of the develop- 
ment of this country during the past 15 years taken an adverse view 
of any soil-conservation formula, or at any time have you taken issue 
with the program ¢ 

Mr. Witson. Well, there have been some occasions when the Ameri 

can Farm Bureau Federation has recommended appropriations both 

higher and lower than the appropriations recommended in the budget 
for the Soil Conservation Service for various reasons that appeared 
to be present at that particular moment. Likewise, I think it is fair 
to say that while the American Farm Bureau Federation has sup- 
ported the Soil Conservation Service as such, and has felt it was a 
good service, we have likewise felt it was erroneous to believe that 
was the only method by which soil conservation could be brought 
about in the country and the only source through which we might 
work, and consequently we have a ec tees our farms in soil 
conservation among several different areas. I do not know if that is 
an answer to your question, but I think th at is our position. 

Mr. Benper. What I would like if we have time—and our time is 
very short—I would like to ask you as an officer of this organization 
why it is that on occasion the Impression is created by some farm 
organizations that your organization is rather reactionary or ultra- 
conservative. What is the basis of that? 

Mr. Wiutson. I think the basis for it is this: As a general farm or- 
ganization we have a responsibility to the entire farm field. We are 
working continuously with farm groups, and they are our friends, who 
have a responsibility in a limited field, a definite, pinpointed respon- 
sibility. If they come to use and ask for assistance and we do not 
move as quickly as they would like to see us move, or do not see that 
theirs is the only area in which effort needs to be devoted, they are 
inclined to say, “That is a reactionary crowd” and they are “again” 
us. Being a general farm organization, we have to work more slowly. 
You can question whether or not we correctly interpret these resolu- 
tions passed by our membership, but we are committed to stay within 
the resolutions passed by our membership. I know of no resolution 
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passed by our membership that prevents our supporting soll conser- 
vation, but our setup makes us a slower moving body than we would be 
if we were in a limited area. 

Mr. Karsren. In other words, you are not as reactionary as some 
people think ¢ 

Mr. WILson. I was in Illinois the other day and they have over 
2,000 members of the Farm Bureau. It is hard to figure they do not 
have a few small farmers in it. We have over 1.5 million members 
nationally. It is awfully close to a cross section because those are 
families and not individuals. Some of the States have made an an- 
alysis, how many tenants do you have, what is the size of the farm, 
and so forth, and those analyses have corresponded almost exactly 
with the census figures for that period taken of the cross section of 
agriculture. I think that is a fair statement in most of our States. 

Mr. Benner. Do you have members in every State of the Union? 

Mr. Witson. We have an organization in eve ry State of the Union 
and in Puerto Rico. Rhode Island recently came in, 

Mr. Benper. Do you have 1 or 2 Democrats who are members of 
your organization ¢ 

Mr. Witson. Well, I spent a lot of years trying to explain to my 
folk at home w hy we were letting the De ‘mocrats run the whole show. 
I think we havea vood many Democrats: yes, ir. 

Mr. Karsren. Would you say 40 percent or 60 percent? Can you 
give usa percentage’ Iam looking to the future here. 

Mr. Witson. I expect you probably have checked that closer than 
we have, and I expect you could furnish an answer to that question. 

Mr. Benper. What I am trying to develop is the standing of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. During my seven terms in Con- 
gress I have gotten certain vibrations regarding this organization to 
the effect it was not as representative, possibly, as other organizations, 
and I wanted for the record to have you testify as to how representa- 
tive you really think it is. 

Mr. Witson. I think my testimony is correct. I might just say this, 
that regardless of the party to which a person belongs—and I hope 
that does not ever become an issue in farm programs: we have had a 
long period of years it was not; it is now just a little bit; but in 1944, 
1945, and 1946 there was a very honest desire on the part of the people 
in the Department of Agric ulture to find out from farmers what they 
wanted in the way of an agricultural program and to try to carry out 
that program. As a political party stays in office a long time it be- 
come a little more independent. Now I think there is a real honest 
desire on the part of the people of Washington to know the thinking 
of the people in the country and to meet that thinking. 

Mr. Benver. You think Secretary Benson is an honest man / 

Mr. Witson. I think there is no question about that. I never heard 
anybody question that. I have known him a long time and there is 
certainly no question of it in my mind. 

Mr. Benper. Do you think he knows farming ? 

Mr. Witson. He has put in a whole lifetime farming, and—well, 
when you recognize the scope of agriculture, it would be unreasonable 
to say anybody knows all the details of farming in the various parts 
of this country, but certainly Secretary Benson has indicated a large 
knowledge of agriculture in this country and has certainly partici- 
pated in agricultural programs in various parts of the United States, 
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Mr. Karsten. I do not think anyone is questioning Secretary Ben 
son’s honesty. 

Mr. Benper. Do you find a great clamor for his resignation ¢ 

Mr. Witson. | can answer that best by reading a resolution passed 
at our annual meeting held on November 12: 

We express a strong vote of confidence in Secretary Ezra Taft Benson. We 
appreciate his formulation of national farm policies 
I think that expresses the views of the membership of our organization, 

Mr. IKARSTI N. Th: at does hot express the views of all of the people 
in Missouri, I can tell you. It may express the views of some of 
your members, but it certainly does not express the views of all the 
farmers of Missouri. 

Mr. Witson. At the moment I am speaking for the farmers of 
California. Iam sure that I could find a farmer in California who 
would say that he did not like the policies of Mr. Benson. On the 
other hand, this resolution was worked over at a good deal of length. 
We have nearly 8) members of our resolutions committee, which 
worked on this, and then, of course, it goes to the entire delegate body, 
where everybody has a right to speak. This resolution was enthusi 
astically passed, with applause, in the California Farm Bureau. 

Mr. Benper. I am sure my colleague did not get around Inde- 
pendence, Mo., lately. 

Mr. Karsren. I am not questioning the Secretary’s motives nor his 
intentions. I think they are the best and the highest, but I think he 
has much to learn. Many of my people in Missouri are of that same 
opinion, that he has much to learn, so far as being an Administrator 
in the Federal service is concerned. 

Mr. Wiison. I expect Mr. Benson might even secretly—— 

Mr. Benper. Admit that? 

Mr. Witson. Have a little bit of sympathy for some of that view- 
point. That is true with all of us. 

Mr. Karsten. While we are on this subject, I have one more ques- 
tion, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Benper. Go ahead. 

Mr. Karsren. At the outset of your statement you indicated you 
leaned rather heavily on the Hoover Commission report. How 
heavily did you lean on that in preparing this and assembling your 
views on this Soil Conservation Service ? 

Mr. Winson. The statement was a rather general statement. In 
doing so it generally has supported the recommendations of the 
Hoover Commission as a basis for working out a solution of complex 
problems that are involved. In detail there were a number of cases 
where we did not agree. 

Mr. Karsten. I just wondered how far you went, because the 
Hoover Commission in its majority report went to the length of per 
haps consolidating the Soil Conservation Service and the land-grant 
colleges all in one package. Not quite that far, but almost that far. I 
was wondering if you took this into consideration and just how far 
you went w ith the Hoover Commission. 

Mr. Witson. It was as I said. Furthermore, there were a number 
of cases where the agricultural task force of the Hoover Commission 
did not agree. 

Mr. Karsren. The task force went right into the land-grant col 
leges. The majority report turned it down a little, but nevertheless 
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it is still in there. I wondered if you favored carrying the rest of 
this out as part of the reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service. 
Do you think we should go the rest of the way ? 

Mr. Wirson. If you are asking me if I think we should put the 
Soil Conservation Service in the College of Agriculture 

Mr. Karsren. No. I said: Do you think we should go the rest 
of the way in carrying out the Hoover report ? 

Mr. Wirson. No; we do not have any resolution along that line 
at all. 

Mr. Karsten. I am asking you as an individual and not as the 
director of your organization. 

Mr. Wirson. The answer is “No.” 

Mr. Karsten. You think the Hoover Commission was in error, 
then ? 

Mr. Witson. That is right. 

Mr. Karsten. All right. 

Mr. Witson. However, I did see in Mr. Bender’s opening state- 
ment, which we did not have when we prepared this, a request to 
limit this entire discussion to the soil conservation. We did not have 
that when this statement was prepared. 

Furthermore, we feel that many of the programs even in Missouri 
have a very definite relation to soil conservation, so that if you are 
discussing the subject of soil conservation it is very difficult to 
separate it. 

Mr. Benper. I am sure you will agree with me that the gentleman 
representing the National Association of Soil Conservation Districts 
this morning were very sincere men and they are desirous of having 
a program, and seem to have some apprehensions. What is your 
comment on their testimony ? 

Mr. Wixson. Well, the best I can say is what I have said to the 
soil conservation folks at home, or those who did take similar posi- 
tions. It was: 





Let us give this thing 3 months or 4 months or a reasonable time to see what 
is going to be done. Then if you find some flaws in it I am sure that we will 
be happy to join in trying to correct any errors in organization or inefficiencies 
that appear to develop. 

I see no other way we can approach it. 

Mr. Karsten. In other words, you admit this is a trial-and-error 
procedure we are going through ? 

Mr. Witson. Well, I think it is a trial-and-error procedure based 
on a great deal of experience. Every change in large measure is 
trial and error, but I think this program is based on a good deal of 
experience. 

Mr. Karsren. But here we are substituting a trial-and-error pro- 
gram for something that has actually been in operation for 15 years 
and has been successful by your own admission. 

Mr. Wison. I think we believe there can be improvements, and 
we believe that this program will bring about improvements. I would 
doubt if there is anything to be gained by trying to just dig up every 
little thing you know about sometime that was not quite right. We 
believe there is room for improvement and we believe that this reor- 


ganization plan will bring about those improvements. But certainly 
I would say: 
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Mr. Karsten. If it does not work—— 

Mr. Wuson. If it does not work we will be glad to join with the 
soil-conservation people, if they wish us to, in securing revisions to 
meet the problem. 

Mr. Karsten. That is a liberal point of view from the reactionary 
philosophy you described of your organization, so more power to you 
on that. 

Mr. Benper. He did not admit he was a reactionary. 

Mr. Karsten. He admitted he was not as reactionary as many people 
thought he was. 

Mr. Witson. This is not for the reeord—— 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Benver. Are there any questions, Mr. Poff? 

Mr. Porr. No. 

Bess Benver. We will accept the statement without your reading it, 
sir, and make it a part of the record, if that is satisfactory to you. 


Mr. Witson. Yes. 


(The statement is as follows:) 


My name is Herbert W. Voorhees. I am president of the New Jersey Farm 
ge a statewide organization of 8,516 families. I reside at Hopewell, 
N. J., where I own and operate a 400-acre general farm. 

rite New Jersey Farm Bureau has supported the reorganization of the United 
States Department of Agriculture. At our annual meeting in Trenton, November 
17, the delegates adopted the following resolution : 

“We favor the recent reorganization of the United States Department of Agri 
culture and the principle under which the steps were taken. We feel that such 
a move reduces duplication, can provide better service and permits a real oppor 
tunity to encourage efficiency of operation.” 

This year was not the first that our organization has concerned itself with 
the organization of the Department of Agriculture. For each of the last few 
years the delegates at our annual meeting have asked that the Department’s 
services be coordinated and decentralized in the interests of better service at 
less cost. 

In our policy-develupment program, our State organization receives many 
resolutions from the county organizations, of which it is composed. I would like 
to quote phrases from some of these resolutions, which I feel indicate quite clearly 
the attitude of our New Jersey farmers on the reorganization of the United States 
Department of Agriculture. 

Camden County: “Encourage the national administration to reduce and con- 
solidate many of the overlapping farm agencies.” 

Hunterdon County: “Recommend closer coordination of State and national 
farm programs.” 

Passaic County: “Proposed reorganization will eliminate unnecessary duplica- 
tion and will serve to render greater service to farmers.” 

Borgen County: “We feel that the reorganization will do away with a lot of 
duplication and overlapping of many of the bureaus and departments. It should 
result in a more efficient service to the farmer at less expense.” 

One of our county units went as far as to recommend that there be but one 
agency of the Department of Agriculture in each county, rather than a large 
number of independent agencies. 

New Jersey Farm Bureau members are interested in obtaining the services of 
the various agencies of the Department of Agriculture but they are insistent that 
these service’ be brought to them in an effective and efficient manner. They have 
expressed faith in Secretary of Agriculture Benson, through the passage, without 
a dissenting vote, of a resolution offered from the floor of our recent State con- 
vention. It read: 

“The membership of the New Jersey Farm Bureau wishes to compliment and 
support Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft Benson in his attempts to return the 
control of agriculture to the farmers of the United States of America.” 

Our membership feels that the Secretary’s aim in reorganizing his Departme nt 
was the same as theirs. They are therefore confident that his reorganization plan 
will accomplish the objectives they are seeking. They are also confident that 
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hanges will be made in the organization of the Department when and if the 
recent reorganization fails to accomplish the objectives of better and more effi 
ent services to farmers 
Mr. Benner. And we will accept the other statement as well. 
Che statement is as follows:) 


STAT I or H. G. Biatock, PRESIDENT, VirGintA Farm BuREAT 
I EDERATION, IN¢ 








he ie now before this committee is one with which Virginia farmers have 
heen n h concerned for many years. We supported the leg ition that made 
possible the prese efforts to reorganize the USDA in order to give farmers more 
nad hett service for the money spent and we commend the Congress for its 
resight in recognizing hee 

\t Ir ann onvention held in Richmond on November 4. 5, and 6 of this 
ear, the following resolutio was adopted 


Che United States Department of Agriculture renders many services of great 


ilue to farmers In order that farmers might receive the greatest value from 

e money spent, we have constantly insisted that the administration of USDA 

pr ims be decentralized wherever possible, placing more authority and re 
ponsibility for successful administration with State and local people 

We, therefore pprove general the announced plans to increase the 


ficiency of the Department and to improve the service now being rendered to 


The disas ms drought of the past summer dramatized the critical need 
for an accelerated program of soil and water conservation Necessary limita 
ions on available funds make it imperative that we get full value in conservation 

every dollar spent 

Plans designed to transfer more authority and responsibility to State offices 
nd to furnish more technical assistance to soil conservation districts should 
be put into effect without delay 

e strongly recommend that the reorganization of the Soil Conservation 
rvice be accomplished with as little interference with our State and local 
personnel as possible and we insist that plans to make more technical assistance 


ivailable to farmers be carried through as soon as possible.” 
In developing this resolution we had the help and counsel not only of our 
leaders in the Farm Bureau but also many others, including in particular 
leaders in the Association of Soil Conservation District Supervisors. It is 
signilicant, we think, that after this particular resolution had been placed in 


the hands of our voting delegates a full 24 hours in advance of the vote, not one 


single suggestion was made toward altering or amending this resolution in any 
Lilie 
Farm Bureau leaders and our Soil Conservation Service district supervisors 
have studied the Department's plan to reorganize the Soil Conservation Service 
ery carefull) We approve the plan and wish to commend the Department for 


ts efforts to give us more and better service for the money available for soil 
conservation 

Dr. Hugh Bennett and others are to be commended for their splendid work 
in arousing a universal interest in the dire need for a strong program of soil 
conservatir However, had our forefathers adopted a policy of blind and 
unyielding opposition to constructive change, we would still have had to this 
day a 1-mile, single-plow type of agriculture. By the same token we cannot 
intelligently take the position that the setup of any governmental agency, in 

ding the Soil Conservation Service, is beyond improvement. By doing this 
we would only make sure that our program of soil conservation will not be kept 
abreast of the ever-expanding and changing needs of American agriculture 

Iam a farmer and I hope an intelligent one. As such I must believe whole 
heartedly in a strong program of soil conservation. I do believe in it and 
I practice it in my own farming operation. I have also served for many years 
as a soil conservation district supervisor I think I know the strength of the 
past setup of the Soil Conservation Service and I also know of some of its weak 
nesses. We should keep this strength and get rid of the weaknesses. We believe 
the reorganization now being put into effect will go far in this direction. We 
sincerely hope that the Congress will maintain its wholehearted support toward 


that end 
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Mr. Witson. We have Mr. Slusher of Missouri. 

Mr. Benper. Mr. Slusher, will you come forward. 

Mr. Karsren. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Slusher comes from my fine State 
ot Missouri. 


STATEMENT OF H. E. SLUSHER, PRESIDENT, MISSOURI FARM 
BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Suusner. Thank you. 

Mr. Karsten. We are certainly happy to have you here. 

Mr. StusHer. And we are both Democrats. 

Mr. Porr. Does Mr. Slusher share my colleague’s viewpoint ? 

Mr. Karsvren. I will not necessarily go that far. 

Mr. Benner. Mr. Slusher, will you state your full name for the 
record, and the organization you represe nit! i 

Mr. Suusuer. Gentlemen, my name is H. E. Slusher, president of 
the Missouri Farm Bureau Wodsvation. with a voluntary dues-paying 
membership of 48.290 farm families. I am a member of the board of 
directors of the American Farm Bureau Federation. I] operate mM 
partnership with my son a 500-acre grain and livestock farm in 
Lafayette County, Mo. That is pretty close to Inde} vendence. I have 
always been a farmer as were all my ancestors from the time they 

came from Virginia to Missouri in 1828. 

I was chairman of my county PMA committee for 10 years, served 
as member of the county and State Farmers Home Administration 
advisory committees, had work done on the farm by the old Civilian 
Conservation Corps, and have been closely associated with the Ex 
tension Service throughout its history. I have a brother who has 
been a county agent for 19 years, a son who has been with the Soil 
Conservation Service since 1948, and a daughter who worked with the 
Farmers Hfome Administration from 1941 until 1948. My only pur- 
pose, gentlemen, in relating my family history is to point up the fact 
that I should have some knowledge of the various agencies involved 
in the reorganization of the United States Department of Agriculture. 

At the 39th Annual Meeting of the Missouri Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion, November 6, 1953, the following resolution was adopted as a 
recommendation to the American Farm Bureau Federation to be 
considered in the drafting of a permanent resolution : 

We commend the United States Department of Agriculture for the steps 
taken to reorganize to the end of decentralizing their power, coordinating their 
functions to eliminate overlapping, increasing the overall efficiency, and the 
consequent reduction in administrative costs. Efforts presently being made to 
accomplish these ends should be continued, and research to discover new methods 
should be encouraged 

We reaffirm the principle that Federal grants-in-aid should be furnished in a 
manner which calls for decentralized administration. This means that the 
Federal Government should participate in programs without exercising undue 
or excessive control. This would leave the decisions in the hands of State or 
other local levels of government where they can be administered far more effi- 
ciently and economically. Further, we believe that the work of the Department 
should be confined to action programs and regulatory powers as directed by 
Congress, leaving research and education primarily at State and local levels as 
most economically feasible. 

We reaffirm and emphasize our belief that employees of governmental agen- 
cies serving agriculture should confine their activities to the administration 
of their statutory duties. 
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We will continue to insist that farm programs be administered on a non- 
partisan basis. 

We recommend that elections of any kind held at township, county, State, or 
national level dealing with any program of the United States Department of 
Agriculture be by secret ballot. 

That is the end of the resolution. 

It is my sincere belief that the reorganization announced November 

2 by Secretary Benson is a definite start in carrying out the intent 
of the above resolution. 

The four groupings of the services certainly make sense to a layman. 
Related services have been pulled together in a way that coordination, 
avoidance of duplication, and better administration can be brought 
about. The No. 1 item in the reorganization plan is Federal-States 
relations. 

Since 1936, there has been a growing problem of harmonizing re- 
search work among the various departments.’ This order should for 
all time stop the contention as to who should do what in the field. 

Taking ACP payments out of PMA should help to answer some of 
Mr. Bennett’s criticism relative to the conflicts between the Soil 
Conservation Service and PMA. 

Doing away with the regional Soil Conservation Service offices will 
help to resolve the conflict between those offices and the State colleges 
of agriculture. For example, in Missouri for some time now the 
college has recommended that grass waterways for terrace outlets 
be established on the ridge, even though it necessitated cutting a field 
in two. The regional Soil Conservation Service offices have main- 
tained that the waterways should be made in the natural runoff chan- 
nel. The regional office has always prevailed though the college has 
demonstrated conclusively the success of their method for the State 
of Missouri. Under the reorganization plan outlined by the Secretary, 
the administration of such matters could be cleared between the two 
State offices without interference from the regional offices. 

There was a somewhat similar problem several years ago within 
the Farmers’ Home Administration. After the regional officers were 
done away with, there has been a minimum of compl: uint against the 
Farmers’ Home Administration in the State of Missouri. 

The great majority of the Soil Conservation Service personnel in 
the field are honest, conscientious, hard-working individuals, conse- 
crated to soil conservation. If allowed to do the work they are sup- 
posed to do without undue influence or restrictions from above, we will 
get value received for our tax dollar. 

The work of the “protective societies” that have been set up has 
definitely had a demoralizing effect not only on the field personnel 
but it has retarded the success of the whole soil conservation program. 

Since the reorganization does not change the local soil conservation 
district setup nor the county-elected PMA committee program, there 
is no need for comment on this part. The committeemen and the soil 
conservation supervisors are our people. If they are negligent in their 
duties, the farmers generally know how to deal with them. 

The Extension Service has had little change imposed upon it by the 
new order. It is the chief educational branch of the Department and 
should always be. They do not need to be the technicians who do the 
work in the field. The county agent should be responsible for the 
promotion and educational work of the other services. 
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I am inclined to agree with Dr. Bennett, though I know that many 
will disagree, that we could get far more soil conservation for the 
money if our appropriations to ) the Soil Conservation Service for tech- 
nical assistance were substantially increased and soil conservation 
practices payments were decreased or eliminated entirely. Soil con- 
servation has to begin in the minds and hearts of the people who till 
the land. This can only be brought about by education and 
demonstration. 

The proposed reorganization chart compared to the organization 
chart existing prior to January 21, 1953, is indicative of how the new 
organization can and should function. Marketing and foreign agri- 
culture, agricultural stabilization, and agricultural credit as set out 
should not cause criticism by the people employed, or the farmers 
affected. Once put into operation, I am quite sure, as I said in the 
beginning, that the reorganization will make a vast improvement over 
what we have today. If the plan does not work, we can again change 
for something else. 

In conclusion, I would like to make this observation from an ad- 
ministrative standpoint. The Secretary is charged with the admin- 
istration of the Department of Agriculture. This being true, then 
it seems to me that any personnel from the community level to the 
office of the Secretary in Washington, D. C., who exercises himself or 
herself in any way to circumvent the orders of the Secretary, should be 
summarily fired from the Service. One cannot otherwise administer 
a successful program. 

Mr. Benner. Any questions, gentlemen / 

Mr. Porr. Just one. Mr. Slusher, would you or would you not 
care to expand upon what you mean when you say: 

The work of the “protective societies” that have been set up has definitely 
had a demoralizing effect- 
and so forth. 

Mr. Stusner. I think Mr. Wilson brought out the point that as a 
general farm organization we try to weigh these things as they fit 
into the whole. As such we move a little bit more slowly and have 
to be a little bit more careful about the propaganda material, if you 
want to call it that, that goes out to the people. When I use the term 

“protective societies” I mean every agency of Government has them 
in some form or other. You men are quite familiar with them, because 
you get the pressure from them. 

Those agencies, it seems to me, too often jump at conclusions that 
the work is going to be ruined or something of that kind, and, of 
course, they begin to fan the fires of opposition without really going 
into the matter from the standpoint of whether it is good, whether 
it is bad, or whether it is going to be beneficial or not. They have a 
tendency to appeal to the emotions of people rather than on a factual 
basis. 

Mr. Karsren. Are these an official organization, protective soci 
eties? I have never i ard of that, Mr. Slusher. 

Mr. Stusuer. There are no organizations that use that name. That 
is, not farmers’ organizations. I think you do have some. 

Mr. Benpver. That is your description of them, only? 

Mr. Stusuer. Any organization that might be set up by the agen- 
cies to promote their particular programs. 
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Mr. Karsren. Do you know one you could name offhand for us? 
I would like a name and also an individual who might be connected 
with it. 

Mr. Situsner. Well, I would say that the soil district supervisors’ 
organization is set up for the primary purpose of promoting Soil 
Conservation Service, and the people who are working in it. I would 
say to that extent they are a protective soc lety. 

Mr. Karsren. You do not charge them with any bad intention or 
bad faith, do you ¢ 

Mr. Suusuer. What is that ? 

Mr. Karsren. I say you do not charge them with any bad intention 
rx bad faith ? 

Mr. Siusner. None at all, though I would say that they do not 
look at the overall in the same manner that a general farm organiza- 
tion does. 

I make this comment: I think the *y are more like ly to be influe need 
by the people who are actually doing the work themselves than a gen- 
eral farm organization is. 

Mr. Karsren. Well, every individual farmer is certainly conscious 
of soil conservation. ‘That is very near and dear to him. It has been 
my limited experience in talking with them that each individual 
farmer constitutes a protective committee of one, I should think, so 
far as soil conservation is concerned. Would you agree with me on 
that ? ‘ 

Mr. Siusuer. I think you have taken in too much territory when 
you say every farmer is concerned. ; 

Mr. Karsren. Practically every farmer. 

Mr. Siusner. Even in our general farm organization every farmer 
does not have the same zeal that the leadership has. They are inter- 
ested. Sure, they are interested. On the other hand, they do not 
make their individual decision after always thinking these things 
through quite in the same manner that the leadership does. 

Mr. Karsten. If he has a program he is interested in he is going 
to be a protective committee of one to watch out for it. 

Mr. SiusHer. | agree with you there; yes. 

Mr. Benper. Any other questions ? 

Mr. Karsten. There is one statement, Mr. Slusher, on page 5. You 
Say: 





If this plan does not work, we can again change for something else. 
Do you think there is a danger of the thing not working / 

Mr. Siusuer. There is always danger of any program not working 
out quite like the Administrator had hoped that it would. 

Mr. Karsten. Your statement was very convincing, but that one 
statement in there disturbs me greatly. I know you must have had a 
reason for putting it in there. 

Mr. StusHer. Let us go back and take the PMA, for example. It 
is a program where we have had various phases of development. The 
Congress has always felt free and ready at any time they thought it 
was necessary to pass additional legislation to improve it, so that it 
=e work better. You have given the Secretary the authority in this 

‘ase to go ahead and reorganize. That is the first step. Now, if he 
is going to be told to reorganize and told that he cannot reorganize 
it seems to me like you should not have made the first decision. 


—— 


| 
| 
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To me the responsibility is directly in the Secretary's lap now. It 
is out responsibility as interested people in the overall program to give 
him whatever help we can to see that this thing does work. Then 
if we find that something causes it not to work then I think the Con- 
gress and all the rest of us would want to do what was necessary to 
make it work. 

Mr. Karsten. That one statement in your talk raises a great doubt 
in my mind, because I know you would not have put it in there unless 
you had some fear. 

Mr. Stusuer. I have no reservation in my own mind. Neither did 
our voting delegates at the time they adopted the resolution have any 
reservation as to whether this would work or not if the Secretary were 
allowed to go ahead and put it into effect and really carry out the 
mandate of the Congress, which gave him the authority. 

Mr. Karsten. Your statement is in there, though, and that is 
what impresses me. 

Mr. Benper. You never expect perfection, and because you feel 
that possibly through trial and error you might find through experi- 
ence some phase of this program not working you feel that way. Of 
course, you are all for changing it then. 

Mr. Situsner. That is right. 

Mr. Karsten. He is not aiming at perfection. He says, “If the plan 
does not work.” The word “work” does not imply perfection. 

Mr. Srusuer. We have had very few programs in the last 20 years— 
and we have had a lot of them—that were perfect. We have always 
been working on them. This is another step in the reorganization. 
I sincerely believe that it can work under this program, but if we 
find out it does not work it seems to me we are going to be right back 
in here insisting that it be fixed so that it can work. 

Mr. Benver. Thank you very much, Mr. Slusher. 

We will now call Mr. A. L. Mistr to the stand. Mr. Mistr, will 
you come forward. While you are coming forward I want to say I 
have a little card in my pocket that I refer to every morning, which 
reads : 

My prayer for today: Please, God, help me to keep my big mouth shut until 
I know what I am talking about. 

So you see you put your foot into it by calling me back in Ohio and 
talking to me about soil conservation. 

This young man, unfortunately for him, happens to be my cousin. 
He is a farmer and had some ideas about soil conservation. 

What was that meeting that you attended to discuss this problem ¢ 


STATEMENT OF A. L. MISTR, FARMER, FROM VIRGINIA 


Mr. Mistr. I think it was an executive meeting of the State soil 
conservation supervisors. 

Mr. Benner. Were there many present ¢ 

Mr. Misrr. I am not a member of that committee, but I happened 
to be one of the members just asked in to sit in on the meeting. 

Mr. Benper. Were there many present ? 

Mr. Mistr. About 15 or 20: 15 I would say. 

Mr. Benver. Do you recognize the gentleman second from the left / 
Was he present ¢ 

Mr. Mistrr. Yes. Mr. Ragsdale. 
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Mr. Benver. What is your view on this program? What do you 
think about it? 

Mr. Mistr. You mean on the reorganization ? 

Mr. Benper. Yes. 

Mr. Misrr. Do you want me to say what Mr. Naff told me just about 
a quarter after eleven this morning? 

Mr. Benper. Yes. 

Mr. Misrr. Because I did want to get it straight. In fact, I have 
talked to him three different times this week on this thing. 

So I asked him just to make this statement, and he said he had 
written letters to Mr. Don Williams and I think to Mr. Benson and 
another one. It was three letters he had written. He said he would 
like for that letter to get into the record, if it could be had. I do not 
have it and he did not furnish it to me. 

This is the statement he made to me, and I agree with him. In 
fact, that was my thinking on it. 

The soil conservation supervisors of Virginia will generally go along with the 
reorganization plan. We are willing to get along without the Spartanburg 
office and want a strong organization within the State. 

Mr. Benper. That is your opinion as well? 

Mr. Misrr. I think so. I do think if you keep it in the State we 
can get a whole lot more done. 

There are some things we think the people in South Carolina want 
that we do not want. They do not know how we want it done. 

I think if you leave it within the State you can get a better job done, 
and it will be a greater service to the farm people and it will probably 
be at less cost. But we do need technicians and people to carry on 
this work in the State. 

Mr. Benner. Have you been working with the soil conservation 
program in Virginia for some time ? 

Mr. Misrr. Well, I have been on the board of supervisors on the 
James River Soil District ever since it has been organized, about 12 
or 15 years ago. 

Mr. Benver. Do you believe in the general objectives of the 
program ¢ 

Mr. Misrr. I certainly do. Very much so. I think if you do away 
with soil conservation it would be one of the worst things that could 
happen. 

Mr. Benner. You have cooperated with the program thus far? 

Mr. Misrr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Benper. Do you believe that this plan is worthy of a trial? 

Mr. Misrr. Yes, sir; I do. 

Mr. Benper. Any questions? 

Mr. Karsten. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Iam not clear about that meet- 
ing held down there. Was it an official meeting? Were any resolu- 
tions passed approving or disapproving this plan? Just what was 
done down there? 

Mr. Misrr. I do not know whether they took a vote on it or not, but 
there was a discussion. 

Mr. Karsren. It was discussed. 

Mr. Misrr. It was discussed ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Ragsdale, could you enlighten us on that? 

Mr. Mistr. Unless we have two different meetings, but I could 
name some of the men I remember that were in the meeting. Of 
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course probably we were at two different meetings, but I think it was 
the same. 

Mr. Karsren. I was under the impression from Mr. Ragsdale’s 
testimony that the Virginia people had taken no stand formally one 
way or another, that they had submitted letters and their own indi- 
vidual viewpoints. What I am trying to determine is whether or not 
you Virginia people have actually taken some formal action for or 
against this soil conservation reorganization. 

Mr. Mistr. Well, as I say, I was not a voting delegate at that meet- 
ing; that is, a voting member. I was just there as an invited guest. 

Mr. Karsten. Could you enlighten the committee, Mr. Ragsdale? 

Mr. Ragspae. It has been a long time since I have seen Mr. Mistr. 
I remember now that he was at this meeting. 

There was no official action taken that day. This reorganization 
was discussed back and forth. 

And I would like to state one action, however, that was taken, which 
has a bearing, on the supporting of the national association. As you 
gentlemen know, you do not give soil conservation districts any 
money. We have to raise our own money to support our activities 
both locally and nationally. We raise funds in our districts and help 
support our national organization. 

The Treasury made a report which indicated that some districts 
in Virginia had not contributed to the national fund, and it was sug- 
gested—and I am sure it was voted on—that he write a letter to these 
districts explaining to them the need for money because of the extra 
activities that were being carried on by the national association at 
that particular time, and that they try to raise some funds to help. 

That, of course, was not a direct endorsement of what was being 
done, but it was an endorsement of our national association. 

Mr. Karsten. It was an endorsement to get some money, was it not? 
It did not have anything to do with the plan. You were trying to get 
some money, apparently. 

Mr. Ragspaue. Mr. Naff’s letter, as I heard it read, and also Mr. 
Mistr’s statement here—as I understand it, Mr. Naff is very anxious 
to proceed with a conservation program and not to let this reorganiza- 
tion disrupt our district organizations and destroy the morale of the 
Soil Conservation Service. He is very anxious for us to proceed. 
If we do not get what we want to proceed with we will proceed with 
what we get to do the best we can. 

Mr. Karsren. That is what they are going to have to do anyway. 

Mr. Racspate. That is what we will have to do. I think that is 
what he is trying to tell us. To interpret his letter or Mr. Mistr’s 
statement either as favoring the reorganization in the beginning, I 
certainly would not interpret it that way. Neither would I have done 
so from conversations I have had with him. 

Mr. Karsten. Then, in other words, a half a loaf would be better 
than no loaf? 

Mr. Ragspare. I think we as district supervisors feel that way. I 
am sure Mr. Mistr here does. We are not going to give up simply 
because we get a move that turns out to be bad. We are going to look 
to you gentlemen to help us fix it up again if we have to. 

Mr. Karsten. It is still not clear whether the Virginia association 
has taken any position on this reorganization plan. 
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Mr. Misrr. I can say very definitely that ofticially—this was the 
last meeting- the ‘re was no official action taken. The minutes of this 
meeting, of course, are kept and can be obtained for this committee, I 
am sure. 

Mr. Karsten. Mr. Chairman, I would ask in view of the fact that 
it has been brought into issue, that the pertinent parts of the minutes 
be made a part of our rec ord. 

Mr. Ragspate. It certainly would be all right with me. 

Mr. Mister. I think Mr. Naff made that statement to me this morn- 
ing. He did not want to make any statement unless he was sure it 
was in the minutes, and they were perfectly welcome to the minutes 
as they were taken down. 

Mr. Tou. Mr. Bender, I talked on the telephone to Mr. Naff about 
noon. For whatever it is worth, to clear up any misunderstanding 
as to what occurred at the meeting, he stated that there was no oflicial 

ction taken but that his underst: nding of the sentiment of the group, 
sled on the discussion they had on the reorganization, was that they 
were going to go ahead and work with the Department in ¢ arrying 
out the reorganization; that they did not in any manner object to 
losing the Spartanburg office, which I take it is the regional office 
serving that State. They felt that they could do the job very well 
in the State, as Mr. Mistr stated. 

Mr. Karsren. That is hearsay evidence, but we will admit it. We 
still would like to have the records. 

Mr. Raespatr. I am sure we can arrange for those. 

Mr. Brenper. Do you agree with the statement made by Mr. Toll 
on Mr. Naff’s viewpoint 

Mr. Misrr. That is just about the same thing he told me. 

Mr. Benper. Here is a Virginia Congressman. Maybe he would 
like to ask a question or two. 

mae. Porr. I just want to inquire if the question of the Spartanburg 

hi is discussed at that November 4 meeting. 

Mr. Raaspaue. If the question is directed to me, I do not recall any 
discussion of the Spartanburg office in particular. The discussion, of 
course, centered around losing the regional offices and the services 
that we have been given from them. 

Mr. Porr. Was it your impression from that discussion— 

Mr. Ragspate. My impression was very definitely that we would 
have = ferred not to have lost these services. 

Mr. Porr. Obviously, from what Mr. Toll has just said, Mr. Naff's 
observations or conclusions about the discussion were different from 
yours. 

Mr. Racspate. Well, Mr. Naff, as I understand it, is expressing his 
own personal opinion. I certainly would not challenge any statement 
he makes to anyone. 

wat Porr. Ap parently he thought that the majority of the people 
there did not object to the abolition of the Spartanburg cffice and 
apparently you feel that a majority did object. 

Mr. Ragspate. Very definite ‘ly, I think a majority objected. But 
on the other hand, they realized that we were interested in getting 
conservation on the land and we were certainly going to make the 
most of what we had. 

Mr. Benper. Do you have any comment on that? 
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Mr. Mistr. No, I do not have any comment, but about that Spartan 
burg office thing, I think it was discussed a little bit. Of course, we 
do not agree, so we will let it go. 

Mr. Karsten. About how many employees are there in the Spartan- 
burg office ? 

Mr. Racspate. I do not know. 

Mr. Karsten. Was it a sizable number or just a few / 

Mr. RaGspaue. I do not know what you would call a sizable number. 

Mr. Karsten. 10? 20? 50? 

Mr. RAGSDALE. Well, I am not eoing to make any guess because I 
quite frankly do not know the number. 

Mr. Toit. Mr. Williams probably knows, if vou want to ask him. 

Mr. Benper. Mr. Williams, do you know how many employees there 
were ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. Mr. Williams is not here this afternoon. I do not have 
the exact figure. The only thing I can say it that there are seven 
regional offices and we gave you the figure of 800 some odd personnel 
in the regional offices, so you can take an average figure, anyway. 

Mr. Karsten. You can take an average figure. 

Mr. Benper. For the benefit of the members of the committee how 
large a farm do you have there / 

Mr. Mistrr. About 800 acres. 

Mr. Benper. 800 in that one piece / 

Mr. Porr. Do you have any quail ? 

Mr. Mistr. A few. 

Mr. Benper. Do you actually work the farm / 

Mr. Mistr. Yes. 

Mr. Benper. I just wanted you to know that there was one member 
of the family who works. 

I cuess that will be all. 

Mr. Gutermuth, of the Wildlife Management Institute, is the next 
witness. 

This is Mr. C. R. Gutermuth. He is the vice president of the Wild 
life Management Institute. 

You may proceed, sl] 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE 
MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Gurermutn. I have that statement in my first sentence here, 
Mr. Cha 

Iam C. R. Gutermuth, vice president of the Wildlife Management 
Institute, of Washington, D. C., one of the oldest, national, private 
conservation organizations in this country. The work of this nonprofit 
organization, which is dedicated to the better management of renew- 
able natural resourees in the public interest, dates back to 1911: and 
I am grateful for this opportunity to appear in behalf of the institute, 
and of the thousands of people who cannot be here in person, but 
who have written to Members of Congress and to the Department of 
Avriculture and expressed opposition to the breaking down of the 
Soil Conservation Service. 

While my remarks will be constructive, and I will not consume 
more than 3 minutes of the precious time of the subcommittee, it simply 
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must be stated that the conservation organizations, and the people of 
this country, had good reason for being alarmed by the announcement 
of the Department of Agriculture on October 13, that they were 
planning to close the regional offices of the Soil Conservation Service, 
eliminate the staff of specialists in agronomy, biology, forestry, and 
range management, and even change the title of the “State conserva- 
tionists” to “State directors.” 

Gentlemen, there are thousands of people, private citizens, folks 
outside of Government, who have given generously of their personal 
time and energy over many years to promote soil conservation through- 
out this country; and yet, despite their courteous offers of cooperation 
and the sincere efforts to review and discuss the proposal, neither they, 
nor many of the Members of Congress, could ascertain what was in 
store for the Soil Conservation Service at the end of an 18-day period 
of grace. None of the private membership organizations like the 
Izaak Walton League of America, National Wildlife Federation, Soil 
Conservation Society of America, or Friends of the Land, and many 
others, all of which have worked incessantly to advance the Soil Con- 
servation Service, and other good programs of the Department of 
Agriculture, could get the fundamental details of the plan. 

Not even the duly elected officers and directors of the National 
Association of Soil Conservation Districts, who represent the 2,500 
locally controlled district organizations that operate under State 
laws, and the 1,360,000 farmers and ranchers that are doing the soil 
conservation job, were able to get the basic information. 

This public hearing, we understand, is intended to delve into the 
things that actually are being done under the blanket reorganization 
law enacted by Congress; and in this effort, some of the pertinent 
and relevant facts should be considered. We believe that the local, 
State, and National organizations, and the thousands of volunteer 
leaders, the very ones who have and who must do the bulk of work in 
the districts and on the private land, should not be ignored and dis- 
regarded. They have a right to know what is happening to the only 
program in the history of this country, and of the world, that has 
put millions of acres of a nation’s life-sustaining agricultural land, 
under proper management and use. 

These nongovernmental workers who have been laboring together 
in unity toward one common objective—improved and expanded soil 
conservation and watershed management—have not been unmindful 
of the continuing efforts of others that seem to be more concerned 
with “who does what.” Upon a number of occasions in the past, over 
a period of many years, I might add, the conservation workers have 
been obliged to pause long enough in their tasks to block the attempts 
of a well-organized group that has been trying for years to take over 
the Soil Conservation Service, or to gain control of this exceedingly 
popular program. 

Mr. Karsten. What group is that, sir?) Can you tell us? 

Mr. Gurermutu. Yes. It is well known. The American Farm 
Bureau Federation. It is not surprising to me that my friend over 
here, Mr. Wilson, and his associates, are very happy about this move. 
It is well known, and my statement can be easily documented in a few 
seconds, if you please. This effort has been continuing as far back 
as 1944, perhaps earlier, and as late as 1951, 
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Dr. Milton Eisenhower advocated such a transfer to the Extension 
Service, as well as many others. 

I, like many others, in my experience in working for the promotion 
of the soil-conservation program, have been obliged to digress from 
my normal labor of trying to carry on and help promote a good pro 
gram in the public interest, have been forced to stop per iodie. ally, just 
like we are doing now, and help to keep and maintain a good, sound 
program. 

That is our only interest, as I am going to try to bring out in this 
statement. 

Mr. Benper. What motivates these persons who are trying to de- 
stroy the program / 

Mr. GurermutnH. Qh, it is am a question of destroying the pro 
gram, Congressman Bender. As I said, I think it is more of that 
typical thing that and we all Cae a kind of “empire building.’ 

The Soil Conservation Service program has become very popular 
in this country, as everyone knows and everyone concedes. 

There has been a lot of talk here about whether this work should 
be done on the State level. Good heavens! Each and every one of 
us has fought for years to strengthen the State offices and State pro- 
gram, the work on the grass roots level. We all want that. But 
we also know and have learned the basic concepts of watershed man 
agement in this country. We have learned that land and water pro 
grams involve watershed in its entirety, and that they cross State 
lines. 

Right when the Congress has appropriated in the last session, for 
the first time, the funds that we have been working for years for 
watershed management—right when it has appropriated $ $5 million 
to give us ws atershed man: iwement demonstrational areas in 69 areas 
across this country from coast to coast, and right when we are ready 
to launch that program, the Soil Conservation Service regional setup 
is changed. Yes, the management of this splendid group of tech 
nicilans now is going to be switched around. The amazing thing 
to meas I look at this setup here, is that it is a “patchwork” although 
I do not profess to be an expert on all such things, I have been an 
administrator all my life, and am beginning to lose my hair and 
beginning to have difficulty in getting up in the morning, so I am 
not exactly a kid either. I have operated some big departments in 
my lifetime, both within the Government and without. 

Right now we are operating a field staff that covers the United 
States, and I know something about the costs of operation and travel 
and that sort of thing. I would like to debate some of those so-called 
economies with the Department officials. They say they have saved 
88 people here. Perhaps they have. 

They say they have eliminated the regional offices. Granted. But 
as I look at these charts, what actually is happening? We still are 
going to have regional operations now, under this new plan. They 
have tried to bring out here, that which was brought into the picture 
about the 27th of October, that we will have regional operations, 
just like we have always had, apparently. We are going to leave 
the cartographing and that sort of work in the old regional office. We 
are going to take some regional supervision else where, but some of 
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the work that was done on the local level, near the people, now is 
being moved back to Washington. 

According to the plan we are going to have all of these specialties 
coming into Washington and reporting now back to Washington, 
to one Assistant Administrator. 

Then, in order to accomplish the regional work, which everyone 
concedes must be done in this day and age, we are going to treat these 
watersheds as watersheds under a still ditfe rent kind ot a regional 
operation, which will cost plenty. 

The $5 pase program obviously is going ahead. I have never 
doubted it 1 minute. I have great respect for Mr. Coke. I have deep 
respect fea admiration for the Secretary. 

This is not a personal fight as far as I am concerned. I have no 
argument with any of those distinguished gentlemen. I think they 
are good administrators. My objection to this whole reorganization 
is the speed with which it has been done. 

It is clear that under this program we are going to have regional 
setups, but it is going to be a little different than it was before. Maybe 
it is going to be better. 1 hope so. But the amazing thing is that 
now instead of doing it out of the established regional offices—and 
we had a good going organization there, everybody admits that, we 
are going to move the work away from there and move it over here, 
and we are going to open up some new offices over here and the map- 
ping 1s ceoing to continue to be done over the re, and so on. 

The Department knew in the beginning—and I still contend, but 
do not want to get into any argument about it—that we must have 
certain regional work. If the Department now realizes that, why 
not admit the change of views? If there was an intention origin: ally 
to abolish all technical positions, but they now think differently, 
what difference does it make? Why do not the new administrators 
say, “Yes, that was our intention and we have changed our minds.” 
It woul 1 be as simple as that. We are all broadminded people. We 
are all working for the good of the cause and the program. If there 
were any intentions like that, all right. On the other hand, if that 
were not the case, let me say this—if those intentions were not there 
vhen all that publicity went out, why did not the Secretary take 30 
seconds off and send out a release saying to the Nation, “We did not 
intend that and we are not going to do that.” 

No, we have to wait until now to get the facts. 

Mr. Benner. Do you question their good intentions? 

Mr. Gurermutrn. Not 1 minute would I question their desires, their 
ntentions, or anything like that. 

Mr. Karsten. What would that be, lack of experience or what ? 

Mr. Gurermutn. It could be lack of experience, or it could be maybe 
a failure to realize what actually was happening out here in the way 
of misunderstanding of their releases on the part of the public. But 
we tried to get that information to them. These conservation organ- 
izations tried to call on them and get the information to them. I do 
not know what motivated the misconception or brought it about, but 
the fact remains, as you know and I know, and everyone else knows, 
there was great misunderstanding across the country. My fears have 
been alleviated somewhat. The more I see of the reorganization plan 
the more my fears are alleviated. I did not get any of the facts 
revealed during this hearing, information that I have been seeking 
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for weeks. I did not get any of it until yesterday. When I began 
to see these charts, 1 became more than ever convinced that their 
intentions were good, but some of the planning is a joke to me, because 
we are going to end up with about the same thing we have had all 
along but it is going to be done differently. 

Mr. Benner. You think after a bit all of you may be able to get 
toge pane and march down the pike singing Onward Christian Soldiers? 

Mr. Gurermutu. There is no question about that. Our interest 
can be in only one place. When I hear this discussion and testimony, 
gentlemen, about—whether the members of this organization or that 
has approved the actions of these officers—all I have to say is that Mr. 
Waters Davis, and me in my organization, we are all in class C. If he 
is not expressing the views of that organization as the representative 
of those 2,500 districts, he will not be around here very long. If I do 
not carry out the concepts and philosophy of my organization, I will 
not be around here very long. And for Mr. Coke the same thing. 

When we start talking about the people down on the lower levels, 
Mr. Don Williams and all the rest—and I have great admiration for 
him—he better get on the beam, too, because if he does not he will not 
be around long. We understand those things, so let us not kid our- 
selves at this time on that kind of discussion. 

I do not think there is any question but what we can get along to 
gether. We always have been able to get together. That is what we 
have been pleading for all this time. 

I do want to say this: Here is a national organization that has been 
working in the public interest all these many, many years. It is sup 
posed to be representative of those local district organizations that 
elected Mr. Davis. His work is financed by them. He is their spokes 
man. In the same way we try to represent our field, and there are 
many other fields that are trying to be represented in a like manner. 

Now, there is a tremendous amount of experience and knowledge in 
that group of people. 

I am the secretary of the Natural Resources Council of America, 
which is made up of 35 of the national conservation organizations and 
scientific societies of this country. The NRSCD happens to be one of 
the members. We have gone to the Department and offered our help, 
our assistance, and everything we could offer to these people. We 
did it for one purpose, to carry out the things that we have been work 
ing for, that I have devoted my lifetime to. We are offering it in the 
public interest. There is nothing that I can gain by any of this 
personally. ‘There is nothing that our people can gain by it. Ow 
program is nonprofit, nonpartisan. It is operating in the public 
interest. We offered whatever knowledge and experience we may 
have, and the joke of the whole thing is that to this d: Ly, there has not 
been a real discussion of the SCS reorganization. I have had some 
very friendly discussions with Mr. Coke and many others have. 
I have met with the Secretary, but when it comes to them consulting 
with us as to whether we might know something, or might be able to 
give them one 50-cent piece worth of advice or knowledge that might 
help them in the formulation of their program, that never has been 
solicited. It has not been accepted when it was offered. It has not 
been accepted by any of them. 

Mr. Benper. You mean they sent it back to you? 

Mr. Gurermutu. No; we have not had a chance. 
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I never knew until yesterday, not until they came out and actually 
gave us the basic working operations, have we been able to know 
what they were doing. We have had to guess. That fact has been 
well testified to and presented here. 

This is not in criticism of Mr. Coke, I know how busy he is. Good 
heavens, in the last few days I have delivered three talks at the big 
midcentury conference. I had to attend a lun¢heon yesterday noon, 
and a meeting last night. I have to go to a reception at 5, and must 
dress for dinner at 7 for another meeting. I know this gentleman 
[indicating] is just that busy. I am about nuts myself, but that still 
does not mean that we are not working and devoting our lifetime to 
this cause. I would at any time, day or night, drop some of these 
things and go to any of the administrators of these programs and give 
them unselfishly of my time, and without any bias whatsoever the 
benefit of whatever knowledge I may have to further this program. 

It seems strange that in the advancement of this work, why in the 
world do they ignore the knowledge and experience of these conserva- 
tionists? If it is worth anything at all, it deserves consideration. 

Mr. Benner. Do you think that they have a good man in the Admin- 
istration in charge of this? 

Mr. Gurermutu. Do you mean Mr. Williams? 

Mr. Bennver. Yes. 

Mr. Gurermurn. There is no question about it. He has had years 
of experience. He is a fine fellow, but he is in class C. 

Mr. Benper. What does that mean? 

Mr. Gurermutu. He better perform under the new plan. 

Mr. Benner. I hope so. If that is the condition, I wish everybody 
around here was on class C. 

Mr. Gurermorn. That is right. 

In yesterday morning’s paper there appeared an article by a retired 
Government official who is known pretty well across the country, a man 
who has devoted a lifetime to this work, Dr. Ira N. Gabrielson. It 
says here on the front page of the second section in yesterday morn- 
ing’s paper that he devoted 31 years of his lifetime as Chief of the 
United States Biological Survey and subsequently the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service. He now is the president of our private 
organization. He is quoted and emphasizes that Federal conservation 
now is subject to “the whims of politics govern conservation,” Dr. 
Gabrielson charges. 

The item mentions then that he is the brother of the former chair- 
man of the Republican National Committee. 

Mr. Karsten. That qualifies him. 

Mr. Gurermutn. I think his intentions are good. I think that 
Dr. Gabrielson would never under any circumstances say or do any- 
thing that he thought would hurt his party, but nevertheless he has 
a lifetime of conservation interest behind him. He goes on and says: 

All these years we have tried religiously to take the State conservation depart- 
ments out of politics 


and one of their best leverages has been the fact that these agencies in 
the Federal Government which are devoted to the management of our 
national resources in the public interest have been administered by 
career people; that this gave us a good selling point to try to convince 
the States that they should follow suit. Now the whole thing has 
been reversed. 
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Mr. Benper. Do you think it is a very wholesome thing for Presi- 
dent Eisenhower to have in his administration 677 persons who gave 
$100 apiece to the dinner the Democrats held on March of 1952 and 
to keep them in key positions in the Government ? 

Mr. Gurermutu. I do not know. I will say this, however, that a 
high percentage of the people in the Federal Government, these so- 

called career workers that we are t: alking about, put President Eisen- 
ce in office. They were hired under the Democrats and they voted 
against the Democrats and put him in office because they thought some 
changes were necessary. How could they vote that way? “Because 
they were working in a career job, they thought ; working in the public 
interest for the good of the people, and then when they put this new 
group in they were going to clean up some of the things they felt in 
their own minds needed to be cleaned up— 

Mr. Benper. Some of them gave $100 to the Democrats. 

Mr. Gurermutu. You are talking about a few that gave $100. 1 
was not there myself because I could not afford $100. 

Mr. Karsten. | paid $100, and I venture to say that I have had 
almost as good an Eisenhower record as you have in the last Congress. 

Mr. Benper. Mine is perfect. 

Mr. Karsten. I will not go that far. 

Mr. Benper. Is there anything else? 

Mr. Gurermutu. I think that I have covered pretty well what I 
intended to say here. I would like to add one thing. 

It has been regrettable to see the misunderstanding that has been 
created between the Department of Agriculture and these leaders of 
the National Association of Soil Conservation Districts. I know 
these people. I have worked with them for years. I have worked 
with the people on the ground for years. ‘The institute has a technical 
staff that works across this country trying to help to promote the work 
of these agencies. To me it has been deplorable that this unfortunate 
thing has happened. 

Mr. Benper. Do you think possibly the Department of Agriculture 
might have one or two publicity agents that the previous administra- 
tion had so many of so that they could establish better public relations ? 

Mr. Gurermutu. That could be. 

Mr. Benpver. Because from the testimony here for the last 2 days 
I have not been able to discern any great difference of opinion. When 
you resolve it, there are broad statements made, but somehow or other 
they all come to the same conclusion that you have. 

Mr. Gurermvutu. I cannot reconcile my differences. Perhaps this 
is a personal opinion, but we operate a national program. It is much 
smaller, of course, but I cannot reconcile myself to the belief that the 
elimination of these regional offices is going to provide the kind of 
work that we need in an economical manner under the watershed 
program. The SCS will have, if they provide the service, a lot of 
unnecessary travel and a lot of liaison back and forth, a lot of activity. 
In the end, I doubt very much if it is going to constitute a saving at 
all. The bad part of it is that they will spend in travel what they 
save in salaries. Then again the experienced people who have wor ked 
and devoted their lives in the SCS ever since they got out of school 
many years ago already are applying to me for a ‘job. We do not 
have enough jobs to pick up all of these people. I certainly hate to 
see this big technical program disintegrated and broken down. 
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We are talking about a saving. We are talking about saving sal- 
aries for 88 people, and it is coming out of the technical staff. All 
I have to say is that oh national soil conservation program simply 

‘annot afford to give up 88 of these technically qualified people at 
thistime. I do not care what it costs. 

Mr. Benper. Mr. Coke, do you have any comment on that ? 

Mr. Coxe. The reduction in staff is more than the 88 man-years. 
That is the portion presented yesterday in the testimony. We feel 
confident with the changes in the organizational structure we will be 
able to carry on the work of the Soil Conservation Service as effectively 
as we have in the past. 

Mr. Gurermutn. May I answer that? I want to answer it just 
this way: Why are we giving all these millions of dollars away to 
preserve and protect ourselves anyway? Iam not that much inter- 
ested in economy as a private citizen and a taxpayer, and heaven 
knows I pay my share too, to sacrifice that much. I do not care 
whether or not he thinks he can get just as good a service without 
those 88 people, or Whatever number is involved. If that is the case, 
then I want to Say to him as one person, put them back on the staff 
and let us get some more of this soil conservation work done. 

Mr. Benner. Where are you going to get the money ? 

Mr. Gurermurnu. We find money for everything else. I see it going 
out the window here, there and everywhere for everything under the 
sun. 

Mr. Benner. We have been searching for these windows and this 
committee is trying to plug them up. We just have a terrific time 
because every time we touch anything that particular group feels that 
they should continue business as usual and everybody else should give 
up something they are receiving, or some part of their program. 

Mr. Gurermutrnu. In answer to that, there is only one thing that I 
can say. I sit in on the hearings of Congress, on appropriations and 
everything else, and I see them appropriating millions for this, that 
and the other, and I have to visualize at the time I am watching that— 
where are those millions of dollars coming from. To me it all ends 
up at one place, the natural resources of this country. Every time 
Congress—and I do not care for what purpose—appropriates an- 
other million, in the ultimate it comes out of the basic resources of 
this country. So when we have so much difficulty balancing the budget 
and all these other things, and we are trying to keep up these vast 
expenditures for the good of the world in our international relations, 
I say we better also have a few custodians out here preserving some 
of our natural resources that make those appropriations possible. 
There is that side of the story. 

Mr. Benner. Do you think we made a mistake in providing wheat 
for India ¢ 

Mr. Gurermutu. No. I listened to those learned discussions last 
night, and for the last 3 days at the big midcentury conference at the 
Shoreham, and I do not feel competent to comment on those things. 
They are over my head, most of them. 

Mr. Karsren. On the reduction of these 88 people, you are going 

have to distribute that workload, are you not, Mr. Coke, to the 
other employees? How are you going to take care of the work that 
Was pel formed by these 88? 
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Mr. Coxe. The work of the 88 will be performed by the staff we 
have remaining, with the staff allocated as I explained to you before, 
some in the States and some in the area offices. 

Mr. Karsren. Are you now getting a full day’s work out of all your 
technicians ? 

Mr. Coxe. I suspect we are. 

Mr. Karsren. And you are going to expect more than a day’s work ¢ 
Mr. Coxe. I think not. We expect a full day’s work from every 
body, and we will continue to expect a full day’s work from everybody. 
But with the reallocation of the staff we feel very certain we will be 

able to do this job. 

Mr. Benner. We will have inserted in the record at this point the 
remainder of Mr. Gutermuth’s statement. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF C. R. GUTERMUTH, VICE PRESIDENT, WILDLIFE MANAGEMEN1 
INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


The record is quite clear, and as secretary of the Natural Resources Council 
of America, which is composed of 35 national conservation organizations and 
scientific socities, I know that many offers of cooperation were extended to the 
new leaders in agriculture by nonpartisan, nonprofit organizations that cannot 
gain individually, and that are functioning solely in the public interest So, 
When they could not get the details of the reorganization plan on October 13, 
and knew that the SCS regional directors had been called to Washington and 
were given a schedule for putting the plan into effect, despite the fact that the 
public had been given until November 1 to make suggestions on something that 
they knew nothing about, their fears were justified. 

These fears were not dispelled entirely by the further announcement, on 
October 27, that some of the technical positions would be retained. Perhaps 
some of this information will be forthcoming today, but except for that possi 
bility, even to this date, we still do not know how many of these specialists, who 
constitute the core around which the Soil Conservation Service was built by 
Dr. Hugh H. Bennett, will be retained. We do not know how they are to be 
used or where they will serve. The Department's statements have been vague 
on these questions. 

It is apparent that the Secretary of Agriculture has modified his position 
considerably during the past few weeks. Obviously, he has tried to remedy some 
of the objectionable features in the original plan, or to remove some of the 
uncertainty that was caused by the wording of the public announcements issued 
by his Department; but irrespective of the reasons for the supplementary im- 
provising in the organizational plan, the resulting pattern for the SCS now 
resembles a patchwork quilt. 

The State approach to the soil conservation problems was tried in the early 
days of the program and proved to be inadequate. Regional offices were not 
established until it became clear that much of the work was interstate in scope, 
and that better service to individual landowners and more economical and 
efficient operations could be conducted on a regional basis. In recent years, the 
trend in soil conservation programs has been toward watershed management, 
and the need for regional planning and action is greater than ever. 

A sum of $5 million was appropriated by this Congress to finance the beginning 
of a much-needed watershed demonstrational program. These funds were ap- 
propriated to provide soil and water conservation on 65 watersheds from New 
England to California. Many of them cut across State lines. Local watershed 
organizations have been formed, with the cooperation of affected soil conserva- 
tion districts, to promote the work. We believe that this program, which rep- 
resents a major goal toward which conservationists have been struggling many 
years, can best be handled on a regional basis by a technical staff capable by 
experience and training to think and act in terms of natural rather than political 
boundaries. It is, therefore, most unfortunate that the Department of Agricul- 
ture has decided to disband this well-organized, efficiently working team of 
specialists ust when it could do the greatest good. 

Under the plan announced by the Secretary, we can find no assignment to 
State offices of financial or administrative responsibility for the regional special- 
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ists who will be dispersed among the 48 State offices. Evidently they will not be 
responsible to the State conservationists but to a representative of each specialty 
in the Washington office. who in turn will be responsible to one assistant ad- 
ministrator in charge of all specialties. How such a system can be called a 
strengthening of the State soil conservation programs is difficult to comprehend. 

We should like to protest, in particular, the haste with which this far-reaching 
move was made by the Department. We are in close contact with the national, 
regional, and State conservation organizations across the Nation, and we know 
of none that was consulted fully between the Secretary’s announcement of the 
Plan, calling for suggestions, and the day the program was placed in effect. 
Requests from conservationists and Members of Congress, which we believe to be 
fair, for a delay of action, so that both sides might be heard, apparently fell on 
deaf ears. Only 20 days, minus the time required for organizations and individ- 
uals to take action, elapsed before the final plan was placed into operation. 
The volume of editorials, resolutions, and copies of letters spontaneously pro- 
testing the plan, which we have seen, refutes the statement issued by the 
Department that only one national conservation organization disagrees with 
the new plan. 

It should be emphasized that we are not concerned greatly over which gov- 
ernmental agency is to administer the soil conservation program. We believe 
that some improvement might have been made in the operations of the SCS. 
But we also believe that the organization which was formed, with technical 
specialists in all phases of farm planning operating at regional levels, has 
developed the most practical, most efficient, and most economical method of 
dealing with this country’s most basic resources, its soil and water. We feel 
that the disruption and demoralizing of one of the most effective conservation 
agencies in such a hasty manner, with little more than token consideration of 
other points of view, was ill-advised and undemocratic. 

Thanks for your courtesy. 


Mr. Benver. We will call the next witness, Mr. James G. Patton, 
president of the National Farmers Union. Mr. Patton has presented 
a statement that will be made a part of the record. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF JAMES G. Patton, PRESIDENT OF THE NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, as president of the National 
Farmers Union, I appreciate the privilege of presenting our views on the reor- 
ganization of the Soil Conservation Service. While we feel that organizational 
changes in the Department involving housekeeping matters are in the discretion 
of the Secretary, we also feel that any tampering with the SCS program which 
might adversely affect soil-erosion control, water conservation, and programs 
designed to solve the problems of floods and sedimentation on a watershed or 
valleywide basis should be subjected to the closest scrutiny by Congress. 

Congress wisely, we think, authorized the establishment and operation of 
the Soil Conservation Service about 20 years ago. It became apparent at that 
time that the Congress could no longer ignore the problems of wind and water 
erosion, soil and water conservation and flood control. Over a long period of 
years, America’s most precious resources had been devastated by improper farm 
and forestry practices. Many millions of acres of soil had been destroyed com- 
pletely and other millions of acres had suffered substantial damage. 

It is not necessary to review here the achievements of the Soil Conservation 
Service or the soil-conservation districts and of many thousands of farmers and 
public-spirited individuals who worked to make the program a success. It is gen- 
erally recognized that the job of conserving our soil and related resources is a 
continuing one and that much remains to be done. 

We, therefore, urge this committee to gather as many facts as possible that 
relate to the current reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service. We feel 
that this is a matter which not only concerns our farmers but all citizens who 
are directly or indirectly dependent on the soil for food, clothing, and housing. 

If it pleases the committee, we would like to present for the record the follow- 
ing resolutions adopted by the board of directors of the National Farmers 
Union in Denver, Colo., October 15, 1953, and the North Dakota Farmers Union 
at Bismarck, N. Dak., November 4, 1953: 

“Resolved, That the executive committee of the full board of directors of the 
National Farmers Union, meeting in Denver, Colo., October 15, 1953, hereby sets 
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forth its opinions of the Secretary of Agriculture’s announced plan to reorgan- 
ize the Department of Agriculture. 

“First, we fail to see how the proposed reorganization will prove an etfective 
economy move. If the reorganization is to place the Department’s operation 
on a ‘more business-like, efficient, and decentralized basis’ as maintained in 
the announcement, a substantial amount of funds should be saved. However, 
all statements about the proposed reorganization are strangely silent about 
the funds involved; no reduction in administrative costs is claimed, nor is it 
implicit within the announced reorganization plan. 

“Second, the intent and purpose of the proposed reorganization, with the 
possible exception of the price-support program, is directed toward making the 
agricultural action program, heretofore a prime responsibility of the Depart- 
ment itself, subservient to State cooperation. National Farmers Union does 
not feel that such action is in keeping with the purpose of the Department of 
Agriculture whose obligations are to all farmers regardless of State lines. 

“Furthermore, such a policy would transform Federal-State relations into a 
function of the Department of Agriculture, rather than a division. It is National 
Farmers Union’s opinion that the Department’s research, forest, soil conserva- 
tion, agricultural conservation and cooperative services should be channeled 
directly toward those specific activities regardless of in which State, or States, 
the need for them may be found. 

“While State cooperation is an asset to any Federal program, by making it 
a condition precedent to assisting farmers or depending upon it too heavily, 
the identity and Federal nature of the Department’s action services could be 
lost. 

“Moreover, the regrouping of the agricultural conservation program service 
into another agency, apart and separate from the democratically elected com- 
munity, county, and State PMA committee, constitutes, we feel, a direct reversal 
of the President’s assertion that his administration would bring farm programs 
closer to the farmers. The effect of the regrouping of ACP is to do the opposite— 
as well as virtually emasculate the farmer-committee system by depriving it 
of one of its most important useful functions. 

“National Farmers Union also feels that the abandonment of the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service’s regional service offices will weaken, rather than strengthen, the 
vital soil-conservation work now being carried on. We believe the soil-conserva- 
tion work itself is of primary importance, and that the service’s relationships 
with the individual States are of secondary significance. The abandonment of 
the regional offices, in our opinion, will deprive the Soil Conservation Service of 
one of its most important features—that of making maximum use of its highly 
trained and skilled technical staff when and where needed to assist districts 

“We are also concerned with the future role of the Federal Extension Service 
Under the proposed reorganization program, land-grant colleges and State exten- 
sion services which have highly important educational work to do, will be 
burdened with additional, noneducative functions which could seriously impair 
their effectiveness in carrying out their primary task of education. 

“National Farmers Union appreciates the Secretary of Agriculture’s invitation 
to comment on his proposed reorganization. We offer these comments in the 
sincere hope that they may aid the reorganizational program in behalf of the 
farmers of the Nation. 

“The North Dakota Farmers Union, in convention assembled, at Bismarck, 
N. Dak., this 4th day of November 1953 hereby respectively petition the Presi- 
dent of the United States: 

“We deplore the apparent indifference and contempt displayed toward both 
Members of Congress and rank and file farm people demonstrated in the recent 
abrupt reorganization of the Department of Agriculture. The Secretary's refusal 
to delay putting this plan into execution so that time could be had for arriving 
at a better understanding and more careful consideration of its effects and 
desirable modifications is a sad commentary on an administration pledged to 
cooperation and good will. 

“We object to the following: 

“1. Weakening of soil conservation : 

“9 Dismemberment of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and the ill- 
advised reassignment of most of its important function involving farm income 
and family-living research to a marketing agency ; 

“2 Destruction of the integrity of the important programs formerly admin 
istered by farmer-elected committeemen ; 

“4. Demotion of Rural Electrification Administration to a subordinate status 
within the Department. 
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We earnestly request that you enjoin the Secretary of Agriculture to 
(a) Immediately recall the reorganization mandates and hold them in abey- 
ance until Congress has had a chance to review the plans, hear objections, and 
carefully consider suggestions for improvement; and 
“(b) Indicate a little spirit of cooperation rather than the arrogance of one 


who exercises undisciplined power and intends to ram through plans that at 
best are not understood or accepted as desirable for the future good of agri- 
culture and the common good.” 


Mr. Benper. The next witness is Dr. Ward Shepard, former head 
of the Harvard School of Forestry, Harvard University. 


STATEMENT OF WARD SHEPARD, FORMER HEAD OF THE HARVARD 
SCHOOL OF FORESTRY 


Mr. Sueparp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I do not represent any 
organization. I am going to explain briefly my background. 

| have spent about 27 years in various branches of the Government 
in forestry and general conservation. 

In 1934 I was in the Department of the Interior. Dr. Bennett’s 
new organization, the Soil Erosion Service, had been at work for 
about a year, and Secretary Ickes appointed me as the chairman of 
a three-man committee to outline the future permanent program for 
this whole movement. 

I am not going into much detail but there are a few details perti- 
nent to the inquiry of this committee. 

We made a thoroughgoing field study of the magnificent operations 
that were already underway, and we made three major recommenda- 
tions, every one of which has been followed out, and those recom- 
mendations formed the basis of the whole conservation program as it 
now exists 

We recommended the creation of the self-governing soil conserva- 
tion districts through State, not Federal, legislation. 

ae recommended the enactment of permanent legislation for the 
creation of a national soil conservation agency. 

"We further made the recommendation to transfer the whole thing 
to the Department of Agriculture, where our committee felt it be- 
longed. 

Now, I am coming to two important points. It has been made to 
appear here by departmental representatives, and by other groups, 
that this whole program was created as an educational service to the 
farmers. ‘That has the whole thing backward. The initial underlying 
basic purpose of this whole program was to create a great national 
strategy of soil-erosion control and watershed control for the benefit 
of the people of the United States. The self-governing soil conserva- 
tion districts were proposed as a means by which the landowners of 
this country could enlist in this great national program and do their 
share of it. So we need to lift this program above the level of a mere 
educational service to the farmers. I want to go on to this very 
Important point. 

Chere has been a lot of talk here about decentralization. There 
are two kinds of decentralization. You can break things into small 
pieces and scatter them around, but the kind of SoemeTaE that 
1S occupying the public mind at the present time is political de- 
centralization, the halting of the process of the tr wedi of local and 
State powers to the Fede ral Government. 
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We took care of that aspect of political decentralization by provid- 
ing that the farm part of this whole program was to be undertaken 
voluntarily by the farmers through districts organized, not under 
Federal law but under State law. 

[ later assisted in the drafting of the permanent act which created 
the Soil Conservation Service, and I successfully used my influence to 
prevent any trace of Federal encroachment upon the powers, either 
of the States or of the districts. So there is no question of decentrali 
zation left in this problem in any meaningful way. 

The question today is: How can this great program go forward most 
successfully ¢ 

I want to go on to clarify the functions of a regional office. Those 
regional offices were not created to give direct service to the farmers. 
Those direct services are given by the work units attached to the 
districts and by the area organizations. 

The district offices have had two great functions, and their functions 
are going to very rapidly incre: as I will show you in a moment. 
Those functions are not the mere Se housekeeping func 
tions: they are to plan ahead on a grand regional strategy for the 
conservation of our land and our waters. That is a thing that extends 
beyond farms and beyond counties and beyond States. It embraces 
whole regions. I say that the work that necessitated this regional 
organization is in my opinion going to be very rapidly expanded ; 
namely, the upstream engineering that is necessary to harness the 
tributaries of the great rivers. 

Your committee has been worried where to get the money to finance 
this program. I can offer a very simple solution. The building of 
these immense dams on the lower streams for reclamation or hydro 
electric production and flood control, whether they are built privately 
or publicly, are a gigantic waste of public funds until we get the 
veadwaters of our rivers under control. Why? There is not one 
of those dams that will last more than a century and a quarter. In the 
meantime they are building up a very complex civilization that is 
de “pe nding on them, and they are all going to be wiped out. They are 
sowing the seeds of future disorganization and or rty. 

I Say that if the Soil Conservation Service can kee p this regional 
organization intact for the great purposes for whi h it was originally 
created, the money can and will be found by reducing these gigantic 
and wasteful expenditures of political engineering and devote them to 
the conservation of the land and water on the headwaters streams. 

Now, I feel that it is useless to quibble over the money involved 
88 positions. What we need to do to pour hundreds of millions of 
additional tax money into the Treasury of the United States is to go 
ahead on a much faster program of preventing the gigantic waste of 
these soils and waters and to harness them for human use and produce 
tion. It is vitally essential for the carrying forward of this great 
nationwide program that the integrity, the functioning integrity of 
the Soil Conservation Service be held intact. 

I want to point out a very anomolous paradox in the strange reor 
ganization movements that are going on in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

In 1905 two very great Republicans created the National Forest 
Service: Theodore Roosevelt and Gifford Pinchot. ‘There is one prin 
ciple Governor Pinchot fought for, and that is that an organization 
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devoted to the complex problem of handling a great natural resource 
has to have within itself every service it needs to perform its func- 
tions. The Forest Service has maintained that integrity ever since 
it was created. I cannot reconcile this with what the Department is 
trying to do to the Soil Conservation Service. 

Mr. Karsten. You say the present plan is contrary to the plan of 
Governor Pinchot at the time he conceived the program ? 

Mr. Surparp. I say the Forest Service has maintained its complete 
integrity and yet in the same department one of the greatest admin- 
istrative agencies in the world is being put through the meat grinder. 

Mr. Bexper. Do you not believe the present Department of Agri- 
culture believes in conservation as Theodore Roosevelt and Governor 
Pinchot proposed ¢ 

Mr. Sueparp. I do not question their intention or their competence. 

Mr. Benper. What are you questioning! 

Mr. Suerarp. I am questioning the administrative competence of 
this reorganization program. It is a very strange patchwork to any- 
one who has had experience in and wide knowledge of the complex 
problems of public administration. What does it do? It strikes a 
vital blow at the whole soil-conservation movement by removing the 
research vital to their work completely out from their jurisdiction. 

I am going on to one other phase because my time is limited. 

It is well known to people who have been in or who have watched 
the conservation movement during the time the Soil Conservation 
Service has arisen to its present stature, that there has been a long 
guerrilla warfare on it by two groups—the land-grant colleges and 
the Farm Bureau Federation. What is the reason for that? I will 
take off my kid gloves and say it is jurisdictional jealousy. 

Mr. Bexper. You mean among the farmers? 

Mr. SHeparp. The land-grant colleges and the Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration have hooked up on many occasions, some of which have been 
documented by Mr. Davis, to disrupt the Soil Conservation Service 
because they wanted it out of the way of the Agricultural Extension 
Service. This original reorganization plan, as exhibited by the offi- 
cial reorganization chart, and as exhibited by the worksheets that 
Mr. Waters Davis presented this morning, was unquestionably a 
movement in that direction. In its inception it was the first step 
toward the thing that has been worked for by the land-grant colleges 
and the Farm Bureau Federation for the last 15 years to virtually 
abolish the Soil Conservation Service and to amalgamate it with the 
county agent system. 

I have had a lot of experience in administration. I many times 
have had a hand in important reorganization matters. And as a 
minor official of the Department of Interior I recommended the 
transfer of the Soil Conservation Service from the Department of 
Interior to the Department of Argriculture, so I do not think I can 
be accused of any spirit of bureaucratic aggrandizement in opposing 
this reorganization. 

Mr. Benper. You think that was a mistake? 

Mr. Suerarp. No. 

Mr. Benpver. Did Mr. Ickes think it was a mistake? 

Mr. Sueparp. Mr. Ickes is not here to defend himself. 

Mr. Benper. I just bought a book the other day and I think he is 
very much here. 


ene 
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Mr. Sueparp. Mr. Ickes really had his heart in conservation. He 
had done what the Department of Agriculture had never done. He 
gave Dr. Bennett a chance. And I want to say right here, it has been 
made to appear that this great movement was inaugurated in the 
Department of Agriculture. It was not. It was inaugurated in the 
Interior Department and transferred to Agriculture, and, moreover, 
as soon as it was transferred the Extension Service led an expedition 
to cut it to pieces. They almost succeeded. 

I think it would be a wise thing to get more of the democratic proc- 
ess in this thing. It is going to cost millions of dollars just to move 
these people around, their household goods and everything else. It 
will be very, very difficult to ever undo it. Dr. Bennett went through 
the period of trying to run the soil conservation work by the State 
organizations and he told us yesterday it could not be done. I think 
the time to prevent a great mistake is when it is in the formative period. 
It is my prediction that this is going to blow up as time goes on unless 
it is stopped now until adequate consideration can be given to it. It 
will be a greater blowup than the Astin affair. The Astin affair was 
nipped in the bud before it had gone too far and I do not think any- 
body was badly hurt. I think this should be held up until Congress 
can look at it. I may be wrong, but I am not aware of any precedent 
in recent years where Congress gave carte blanche to any department 
to reorganize itself. In the work of the Hoover Commission for 
example, a reorganization plan had to go to the President and then 
to the Congress. But in this case a carte blanche was given to a great 
department to reorganize bureaus to which thousands of hours of 
Congressmen’s time had been devoted through the years to building 
up. That seems to an abdication by Congress of the basic concept of 
the balance of power. Congress is here to pass judgment on things 
of that sort. 

Mr. Karsten. I wish our great chairman, Mr. Hoffman, were here 
to hear this great dissertation on procedure. 

Mr. Suerarp. Thank you. I think my time is up. 

Mr. Benper. Thank you very much. We will now hear from Mr. 
Charles H. Callison, Conservation Director, National Wildlife 
Federation. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. CALLISON, CONSERVATION DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


Mr. Cauuison. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Karsten, my name is Charles 
H. Callison. I am Conservation Director of the National Wildlife 
Federation. The National Wildlife Federation is an association of 
State wildlife federations and sportsmen’s leagues and their member 
local clubs, representing a total membership of some 4 million citizens. 
To further identify our organization to you, Mr. Chairman, I might 
say that our affiliate in your State of Ohio is the League of Ohio 
Sportsmen. 

Mr. Benper. Yes, I know. 

Mr. Cattison. I am sure you know its president, Mr. Ira Porter, 
who is a member of our national board of directors. 

Mr. Benner. Yes, I am acquainted with him. 

Mr. Cauuison. Mr. Karsten, in Missouri our affiliate is the Conser- 
yation Federation of Missouri. 
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Recognizing that wildlife, no less than domestic livestock and human 
life itself, is dependent upon fertile soil and wise use of the land, the 
Federation since its organization in 1936 has been keenly and actively 
interested in soil conservation programs. We have prepared and 
distributed on a national basis much educational literature, much of 
it going into the schools of this Nation, the purpose of whieh was to 

reate public understanding of soil conservation problems and gen- 

eral public support for conservation programs. ‘Two examples of 
this literature currently distributed are attached to our prepared 
statement. One isa reprint from Capper’s Farmer entitled “We Are 
Getting Flood Control Without a Fight” and “Let’s Have Flood 
Control and Conservation”; the other, a bulletin prepared by our 
own staff entitled “A Desert in Your Own Backyard.” I ask that 
these materials be made a part of the record of this hearing. 

Mr. Benper. Without objection they will be made a part of the 


record. 
From Capper’s Farmer, June 1953 


We're GETrInG FLoop Conrror—WIrTHovT A Figur! 


They substituted sense for slogans 


Che editors of Capper’s Farmer feel this is one of the most signifi- 

nt articles we've ever published 

Here is the local application of a rapidly forming national policy 
that promises to bring cooling logic into the hot debate over flood 
] 


contro 
hiere | 
expense of definite accomplishment 
Here is a commonsense approach that will bring flood protection 
to our cities and at the same time maintain the productivity of our 
most vital resources—the soil 
The actual mechanics of the Salt-Wahoo program can’t be applied 
all watersheds that experience floods Each is an individual 


sa way to end the piling of survey on top of survey at the 


problem and must be so considered. 

However, the Salt-Wahoo spirit, organization, cooperation and 
accomplishment can be applied to any watershed. These folks saw 
that nothing could be gained by pitting one government agency 
rainst the other. They worked patiently, and at times firmly, with 
the Army engineers and the Soil Conservation Service representa 
tives until both pulled together as a team 

The local viewpoint was “We don’t care who does what, just so 

is done for the good of all the folks concerned.” 

The author, who is editor of the Lincoln (Nebraska) Journal, 





ves a bit of advice: 

This idea of local people deciding what is good for them and 
going out after it, isn’t simple. It would be easier to sit back and let 
some Government employee 2,000 miles away decide your future and 
that of your community In the Salt-Wahoo, we suspected that 
that was exactly what would happen some day, if we didn’t get 
busy.’ Editor. 


(By Raymond A. McConnell, Jr.) 


Possibly there is no place like the Salt-Wahoo Watershed, a 1,655-square-mile 
chunk of eastern Nebraska embracing the city of Lincoln, the towns of Ashland 
ind Wahoo, a dozen villages and 5,000 farms, drained by troublesome Salt and 
Wahoo Creeks 

\t any rate, our approach to taming those streams has evoked wide wonder- 
ment. From parts of the Nation where neighbor fights neighbor over flood con 
trol and agencies are at each others’ throats, we get daily inquiries by mail and 
phone. People want to know what we have that other river valleys in America 
haven't caught on to. 

Che answer is that we have an approach in which conflict tends to be re 
conciled. The key to this approach is that the local people, not Federal agencies, 
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decide what the area needs and wants in the way of flood protection and soil 
and water control. 

“Local people” means the people of the whole area, town and farm alike, 
represented fairly and in balance. We set our own objectives rather than have 
them set bureaucratically from above. And we stand ready to accept a high 
degree of local participation and financial responsibility in carrying them out. 

Events leading to our coordinated attack on the related ravages of floods, 
erosion, and drought were these: 

Floods had taken their toll every spring. After every flood every victim, or 
community of victims, had his own narrowly conceived idea for solution. 

The city of Lincoln had responded by investing tax money to straighten and 
deepen the channel of Salt Creek through and below the town. Ashland, down 
below, reacted by sending angry delegations to protest our practice of speeding 
flood waters onto them. They didn’t feel it was neighborly. 

The farmers upstream from Lincoln counted their cost in ruined crops, lost 
soil and deeper gullies. They figured that in 10 years the farm community had 
lost $10 million from rains of flood proportions 

No one heard the resolutions they passed. 

Then on May 8, 1950, came the eye opener—a flood that snuffed out 28 lives 
and $58 million worth of farm and city property, railroad facilities, and publie 
roads and bridges. 

The Lincoln Journal editorialized that it was “time to get together.” 

The upper Salt Creek farmers committee agreed. Between us, we called a 
meeting of every government agency, city, State and Federal, that had anything 
to contribute to a comprehensive, economic And permanent solution. This meant 
6 soil conservation districts ; 6 county commissions; 8 cities; a drainage district; 
the State of Nebraska—Governor’'s office, legislature and highway department; 
and at the Federal level the Department of Agriculture and the Army Corps of 
Engineers. 

Out of this meeting Came the realization that we needed some way to tie all 
efforts together. We wanted to avoid the bitter split that has come to watersheds 
where farm people upstream have bought the soil-conservation program lock, 
stock and barrel and businessmen in downstream cities have gone all out for big 
dams. Flood control, we felt, is not all a matter of grass and terraces any more 
than it is all a matter of dams and levees. 

So at a mass meeting the Salt-Wahoo Watershed Association, a private, non- 
profit corporation, representing the citizens of the whole area, was born. 

We set out with no particular engineering plans in mind. We were deter- 
mined only to bring into focus the best in each agency that could do anything 
economically justifiable about reducing damage from excessive rainfall at every 
possible point. Thus armed we felt we could work for the benefit of the water- 
shed as a whole, not for any one part at the expense of another. 

The first job of our association was to cultivate among the 185,000 people of 
the area a sense of the commonness of their problem. They needed to understand 
the relationships of land and water, conservation and flood prevention 

To this end we have devoted pages of space in the Lincoln Sunday Journal and 
Star and in weekly newspapers. We have held hundreds of neighborhood meet 
ings; organized tours to take farmers to areas where they can see what the 
conservation job is and how it pays; distributed thousands of leaflets and book 
lets; and prepared, through the University of Nebraska, a color-scund movie 
which the Lincoln Junior Chamber of Commerce has undertaken to show to 
every group meeting in the city. 

It has paid off. Citizens who didn’t realize their place in the watershed in 
relation to their neighbors know it now. Three years ago only 4 percent of the 
watershed lands were under conservation programs. Today that figure is over 
25 percent. When 70 percent or more of the land in any subwatershed is under 
conservation, we figure it will be economical to install the larger retention struc 
tures called for. In some subwatersheds we are at that point now 

At the same time we've been developing engineering plans for a program of 
structures in which town protection and protection of agricultural values would 
be fairly balanced. Through Congress we got authorization for joint studies hy 
the Soil Conservation Service and the Army engineers. 

Twice, in the absence of uniform Federal standards and agency policies, our 
association has had to improvise ground rules to keep these two usually rival 
agencies working toward a single coordinated plan instead of two competing ones. 

At an early stage the Army jumped the gun and came out with a plan for 
four large dams to protect Lincoln and downstream. We wouldn't buy that 
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We wanted one overall plan that would unite, not divide, farmers and city 
dwellers. The colonel told me, “We're an agency belonging to the people of the 
United States. You and your association can’t push the people around. This 
isn’t Russia !” 

We also figured it wasn’t Russia—asked the Army to try again. That colonel 
has since been transferred. 

When it came to recommendations for structures, the coordination bogged 
down again, partly because of conflicts in the laws governing the agencies. 
Again we laid down the law, in a formula assigning primary responsibility for 
urban protection to the Army and for farm values to SCS. We required that 
Army plans for protecting Lincoln take into account reduction in flood peaks that 
could be accomplished by the SCS type of planning on the land upstream. 

Our formula has behind it no force of law. It does have 3 years’ worth of 
informed public opinion—and a letter from the Governor of Nebraska saying 
he would approve no plans by any Federal agency for the Salt-Wahoo watershed 
which were not approved by the association board. Thus we were able to induce 
both agencies to modify their plans with coordination the goal. The result is 
united plans by both agencies that have the support of our association, of the 
Lincoln Chamber of Commerce, and of local governing bodies, 

They call for a stepped-up program of conservation on the land, including 
4,000 miles of grass waterways and 30,000 miles of terraces, 10,000 acres of tree 
plantings, and 3,000 small farm ponds and other structures such as drop-inlet 
type road culverts. 

On the larger scale, the plan includes between 130 and 165 flood storage dams 
of the open-tube type. The Army will build from 5 to 17 of the larger ones. 
The Army also will do some channel work and build levees to confine any 
remaining surplus flow through Lincoln and below, and in the flatlands between 
Wahoo and Ashland. 

As the program moves beyond the planning stage, more than the authority of 
the private association will be needed. So we are committed to organizing a 
watershed district—a new type of locally controlled subdivision of government 
which cuts across city and county lines just as floods and erosion do—under 
enabling State legislation. 

Obtaining this legislation has been a third phase of our association’s program. 
The goal was reached April 24 when the Nebraska Legislature passed the water- 
shed district bill with only one dissenting vote. In this effort we were joined by 
other watershed associations. organized after our pattern and with our help, 
covering a third of the State. 

In our program it has been essential that no one portion of the area and no 
one class or interest dominate the association. Hence its board is half farmers, 
half business and professional men; 8 are from Lincoln, 3 from Ashland, 2 from 
Wahoo, and the remaining 15 from the upstream and downstream farming areas. 

Coequal chairmen of the board are myself and State Senator Otto Liebers, 
nationally known dairyman and leader in the farm community upstream. 

Financially the association has relied on membership dues and grants from 
private foundations, totaling some $20,000, plus $10,000 by which the Lincoln 
Chamber of Commerce for the past 10 months has underwitten the basic budget 
to maintain our downtown office and staff. 

We had little difficulty getting the chamber appropriation. Business leaders 
were shown that the program, while costing $30 million in local and Fed rol 
funds over a 10-year installation period, would return every year more than 
$214 for every dollar spent. They were more than willing to buy a plan that 
would permanently free us from the hazards of floods and put farm production 
in the retail trade area 25 percent above what it will be in 10 years at the present 
rate of erosion. 

The Salt-Wahoo approach, we are convinced, promises more certain and more 
rapid results in taming floods and checking the loss of productivity from erosion 
than if we had permitted ourselves the doubtful luxury of pitting city against 
farm interests and downstream against upstream, in a never-ending brawl. 
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[From Capper’s Farmer, July 1953] 
Ler’s HAvE FLoop CoNTROL AND CONSERVATION 


By taking the best ideas from everyone we can minimize con- 
troversy, get a new national policy that assures wise soil and water 
programs. 


(By Raymond A. McConnell, Jr.) 


Just 2 years ago this month high waters made a billion-dollar mess of farm- 
land, industries, and homes in Nebraska, Kansas, and Missouri. In 5 days 41 
people were killed and 165,000 left homeless by the Kansas and Missouri Rivers 
and their tributaries. 

Before the sandbags were dry the big debate began. What kind of flood con- 
trol would prevent future disasters? Ideas clashed. 

That was 2 years ago. We can only pray that the rivers will behave, for in 
the Kansas and Missouri Basins we can do little more to stop floods than we 
could in the summer of 1951. 

Riproaring controversy won’t help us when excessive rainfall occurs. We 
need something more than arguments and half-hearted starts. We need a sound 
approach for the whole Nation that will bring the land and water policy into 
balance. This can be done when rural and urban people cooperate and under- 
stand all the beneficial uses of water and soil together. This is the watershed 
idea. 

A national policy, based on the watershed idea, is something quite different 
from a mere anti-big-dam policy. It means anti-big-dam foolishness, but it also 
means anti-little-dam foolishness. It is anti-all-dam foolishness, but not neces- 
sarily antidam. Any dam, big or small, if unwisely planned, will very likely 
be built bigger than necessary. Its cost will be too great and its useful life 
reduced unnecessarily by siltation. 

This needn’t happen. We should plan dams in relation to a total watershed 
conservation and land treatment job. And they should be planned with full 
cooperation from the local people. 

I believe we can shape a sound approach by using some of the guiding principles 
of the basically noncontroversial Salt-Wahoo watershed program in eastern 
Nebraska, which I described in Capper’s Farmer last month. 

A first principle is that control and wise use of water and of river systems 
should begin on each acre of land—farmland, rangeland, or forested mountain 
slope—and extend progressively through the branches, creeks, and rivers to 
the sea. 

A second is that the effectiveness of all measures should be evaluated in the 
light of the needs of each river basin. This would include, and in this order: 

Watershed conservation measures consisting of (1) proper use and treatment 
of watershed lands to slow runoff and prevent soil erosion; (2) small upstream 
structures for watershed stabilization and waterflow retardation on headwater 
tributaries. 

River improvement measures, such as levees, flood walls, and major reservoirs, 
if these could be economically justified. 

Flood plain zoning and flood risk insurance—as a wiser investment, in some 
vulnerable bottom land areas, than spending public money to rehabilitate flood 
victims at the same location. 

Related facilities, for industrial or municipal water supply, recreation, irriga- 
tion, pollution abatement—depending upon local needs. 

The natural question, then, is who is to determine what the “needs” of a 
watershed or river basin are? 

In the watershed view, a third guiding principle is that the people of a basin 
are the better judge of what is good for them than anyone outside. They 
should also share reasonably in the cost, in fair proportion to their benefits, and 
should therefore have a major responsibility in setting up their objectives. They 
should exercise the initiative, and assume a degree of control, through (1) State- 
controlled interstate agencies on interstate streams; (2) State agencies on major 
intrastate streams, and (3) local agencies or subdivisions, such as watershed 
districts or soil conservation districts. The smaller the area or the more local 
the benefits of the project, the greater should be the degree of local participation 
and control. 
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The Federal Government should be a partner to regional, State, and local 
agencies, in soil and water conservation work, and river and stream improve- 
ments. It should share with State and local agencies in the cost of improvements 
of long-range benefits, in reasonable proportion to the National, State, and local 
interests involved. 

Where improvements benefit the private landowner primarily the Government 
should provide technical assistance and, to speed the job, some form of Govern- 
ment-insured, low-interest loans through non-Government lending agencies. 

If the Federal Government’s role is to be effective, new ground rules are 
required. Regulations and legislation should spell out clearly the responsibilities 
of the departments and agencies involved. In writing the rules, Congress and 
the Hisenhower administration should be objective-conscious, not agency-con- 
scious. They should ask themselves not what agency do we want to build up or 
tear down, but what agency is best qualified to reach the objectives. 

The primary objective of the Department of Agriculture, for example, should 
be protection and enhancement of agricultural resources—soil, water, forests, 
grass, and wildlife. It should be responsible for land treatment measures and 
watershed stabilization, and water-retarding measures of flood prevention. 

Similarly, Federal assistance on main river channels could properly be assigned 
to major construction agencies, such as the Corps of Engineers, with flood 
protection of urban areas as its responsibility. 

In any case, every agency should recognize the effect and benefits accruing 
from work of another agency. 

And there needs to be a “referee.” 

Some of the referee functions rightfully belong to the people of the area, 
speaking through responsible local and regional agencies. 

A comprehensive national program would include, therefore, legislation making 
easy the formation of State-controlled interstate agencies in each major river 
basin or regional area. They would be responsible for: (1) planning and coordi- 
nating projects on interstate streams; (2) coordinating State and local projects 
with others of interstate importance. 

At the top, to referee among Federal departments, would be a national review 
board responsible to the President. Congress could give such a board authority 
to approve only those plans which had met with the approval of the interstate 
or regional coordinating agency or the responsible local agency. This would 
cement the Federal-local relationship and challenge local initiative. Until a 
locally representative agency could agree on plans, they would have no business 
asking Washington for help. 

How would this new emphasis on local participation and local control work? 

It’s working in a limited, preliminary way now, in enforcing some Federal 
agency coordination in the Salt-Wahoo through a private association, even prior 
to organization of a governmental watershed subdivision under the new Nebraska 
law. 

In the 10-State Missouri Basin, interstate compacts have been reached, with 
regard to the Yellowstone (Wyoming, Montana, North Dakota), the Bellefourche 
(Wyoming, and South Dakota), the Platte (Wyoming, Colorado, Nebraska) 
and the Republican (Colorado, Nebraska, Kansas). Similar or related agree- 
ments could be worked out, whether the need is for Missouri Basin as a whole 
or for any segment. 

One such segment is the troublesome Blue River Valley which drains 7,216 
square miles in Nebraska and 2,384 in Kansas. It is here that violent contro- 
versy flares over Tuttle Creek Dam with downstream city folks battling the 
upstream farmers whose land would be innundated. There will be a need for 
an interstate compact board to work out the problems of the Blue. This board 
would have a clearly indicated field in reviewing the plans of component water- 
shed districts, and in coordinating these with each other and with an overall 
Missouri Basin compact board. 

Under present Kansas and Nebraska laws, each State would be represented 
on any interstate board. A Tuttle Creek Dam could still be planned and built— 
Congress willing. But its downstream advocates would have to convince Kansas 
and Nebraska it was still necessary—in the light of what could or could not 
be accomplished by the various watershed districts within the Blue. The de- 
cision would be made after due examination of all sides of the question at 
hearings. 

Could such a program settle the fight between upstream and downstream? 
I think it would if the folks downstream are shown that a watershed program, 
broadly conceived, would hold back a lot of water before it ever hit the main 
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stream of the Blue. Upstream folks should understand, too, that a watershed 
program is not designed to prevent floods by mere contour farming, terraces, 
grassed waterways, and small farm ponds. These are only a part of an overall 
job. 

WHAT’S WRONG WITH THIS PICTURE? 


Too slew, some will say. There will be some people in cities, like Omaha 
or Kansas City, who clamor for quick protection by major onriver dams. 

But given leadership from the cities as well as from the farms, the way out- 
lined can most quickly reduce all flood damages. Every small part alleviates 
downstream damages somewhat. These small parts can be undertaken without 
waiting for Congress to approve spectacular projects. And as each part is 
done, cities and farms benefit through increased agricultural productivity of 
the trade area, 

How quick, actually, is the other way of putting flood protection for cities 
above that for agricultural areas? For the Salt Creek area above Lincoln the 
Army engineers 3 years ago proposed 4 fairly big dams. They could have been 
built in 2 years, given funds. We said we didn’t want them. 

Do you think if we had taken a different stand Lincoln would now have 
those four dams? I don’t. If we had not insisted on a coordinated program, 
the farmers and the people of Lincoln would be at each other’s throats today, 
with Congress marking time until we came to our common senses. 

Has Tuttle Creek Dam on the Blue given the downstream folks of Kansas 
City, Lawrence, Topeka, and Manhattan any “quick relief?” It was authorized 
15 years ago, and still isn’t built. Meanwhile a start can be made on the land 
and on small watersheds in the Blue. 

Some one will say it’s too costly to undertake a program so far reaching. 

There are at least two answers. One is that not many local groups will 
descend on Washington clamoring for a boondoggle—if they have to pay a fair 
share of the cost, and in proportion to their benefits. They will ask themselves 
twice if the benefits really warrant the cost—and aren’t padded by Federal 
bureaus. 

The larger answer is that America can’t afford not to embark on a broad 
new program of controlling and developing its natural resources. 

The compelling fact is that our population is growing and the amount of food 
producing land per person is decreasing. There are 3 food-producing acres per 
person in today’s United States. It takes 21% such acres for each person to meet 
today’s accepted minimum nutritional standards. With less land than that, 
we could live, but only by changing our eating habits and way of life drastically. 

3ut America today is experiencing a net loss of land. Federal installations, 
highways, airports, and city expansion have taken more land out of food produc- 
tion than has been brought into production by irrigation and drainage. At the 
same time, erosion is rapidly reducing the capacity of our land to produce. 

If the Nation sees this picture, and feels the stomach pangs it should evoke, 
it will stop fooling around with its natural resources. It will bring planning, 
use, and development of its water and soil into the kind of well-ordered balance 
for which farmers and many of their alert city neighbors—today’s pioneers 
are clamoring as never before. 


The November 1953, Capper’s Farmer will carry the next article 
in this significant series by Raymond A. McConnell, Jr. It will 
outline what needs to be done in each State on legislation to make 
flood control and conservation possible through the watershed 
approach. 


A Desert IN YOUR OWN BacKYARD 
(Prepared by the National Wildlife Federation, Washington 12, D. C.) 


FOREWORD BY DR. ROBERT M. SALTER, CHIEF CONSERVATION SERVICE, UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


All of us, wherever we live and whatever we do, get our living from the land. 
Our food comes from soil, our clothing, most of our houses, nearly all of the things 
we use every day. Soil must provide vast amounts of raw materials required by 
our industries. Animals, both livestock and wildlife, are wholly dependent 
upon the soil. 
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Our land has played a key role in the growth and development of our Nation. 
Ixvery since the first settlers cleared their fields and planted seeds to ward off 
starvation in the wilderness, Americans have looked to the land for a more 
abundant life. The rich and complex economy of our free and fast-growing 
Nation of today—what we call “the American way’—has its roots in the soil. 

We are proud of the American way, and justly so. But there is a price to pay 
and we no longer can overlook it. Now we must all work together to repair the 
damage of a century and more of land abuse and soil waste. 

Our land has been changed greatly since the time of the first settlers. A good 
deal of it is seriously damaged. Continuous cropping has caused soil deteriora- 
tion on a wide scale. Much of the humus and organic matter has been burned 
out of naturally rich soils. Forests were stripped from sloping land and grass- 
lands were plowed, leaving the soil unprotected, prey to wind and water. Erosion 
set in on millions of acres. Half of our land has been affected in varying degrees 
by manmade soil erosion. 

Today most people agree that we have reached the point in our history where 
we must stop damage to our land resources. Population is increasing, and all 
our good land is in use. Acre yields from the damaged lands are too low; yet 
demands for products of the soil are not lessening—they grow heavier each year. 

The solution is in using the land efficiently, while at the same time we protect 
and improve it. This is soil conservation—using the land to produce the most 
without waste. 

We now have a broad soil-conservation program at work in all parts of the 
country. In the 2,500 soil-conservation districts which farmers and ranchers 
have organized and are managing as units of State governments, conservation- 
farming plans are being made and applied to the land. Their objective is to fit 
land uses to the soil capabilities, and to build up fertility and per-acre yields 
and protect the land from further decline. Nearly 14% million farmers already 
are operating their farms according to these scientifically developed conservation 
plans. 

Here is our big challenge for the future—to move forward with this job of 
restoring our land to its full capacity. It is the responsibility of all Americans. 
It is an enormous challenge of the kind that appeals to our liberty-loving people 
who take pride in their communities and their country. 

What can each of us do to help the soil-conservation movement? We can learn 
about it and explain its importance to others. We can learn what is being done 
and what needs to be done about conservation in our own communities. Those 
of us who own or operate land can see that it is used wisely and safely. We can 
urge that soil conservation be taught in our schools. We can support soil con- 
servation whenever it is a public issue. 

We still have the big part of our soil and water conservation job ahead of us. 
In a broad sense, it cannot succeed without the support of all America. 


JUST WHAT IS YOUR BACKYARD? 


Your backyard consists of that little plot of ground that lies in back of the 
house where you live. It’s here that you nurse a lawn, grow a few tomatoes, raise 
petunias, or build a rock garden. 

Your backyard is the farmland that surrounds your community, the land a 
thousand miles around that provides you with the necessary food, clothing, and 
shelter. 

Your backyard is the forest land, the rivers, the marshes, the mountains, and 
the plains where live your 158 million fellow Americans. 

Your backyard is the good old U.S. A. 


DEATH TAKES NO HOLIDAY! ° . . FOR MANY FORMS OF AMERICAN WILDLIFE 


Extinct or threatened wildlife: Great auk, Labrador duck, Carolina paroquet, 
Guadalupe caracara, heath hen, Maine giant mink, California grizzly bear, Tejon 
grizzly, Texas grizzly, plains grizzly, Merriam elk, Texas mountain sheep, whoop- 
ing crane, trumpeter swan, great white heron, Eskimo curlew, masked bobwhite, 
Everglades kite, gray whale, Greenland right whale, passenger pigeon, ivory- 
billed woodpecker, Laysan teal, Ipswich sparrow, sandhill crane, glacier bear, 
fisher, blackfooted ferret, wolverine, sea otter, desert fox, kit fox, plains wolf, 
Guadalupe fur seal, Pacific walrus, Atlantic walrus, eastern fox squirrel, Nelson 
mountain sheep, Sierra mountain sheep, Florida manatee, Atlantic right whale, 
key deer, prairie chicken. 
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Destruction of habitat is the principal reason why many forms of American 
wildlife are vanishing. The draining of marshes, the reckless burning and ruth- 
less cutting of forests, the loss of proper cover, the pollution of streams—these 
are the reasons why a great deal more than one-third of our wildlife goes ill- 
housed and ill-fed. 

Destruction by commercial hunting and fishing at one time contributed largely 
to the decrease of wildlife. Today this is not so true. Education has brought 
about protective laws and developed a spirit of sportsmanship which has done 
much to eliminate this danger. 


WHAT DOES THIS MEAN TO MI 


When surveys were made in the 1930's to get at the facts about damage to our 
land, it was found that farm people in the most severely damaged areas were 
suffering real hardships. It was shocking to learn that thousands of our farm 
families were barely existing, without proper housing, food, or clothing, in some 
100 different areas. Most of these people had to be moved to other areas, at 
tremendous cost. 

Abandoned farms represent a tax loss. The community is without revenue to 
maintain schools, roads, and other public services. Buying power drops, business 
concerns fail, and industry throughout the country suffers. Institutions such as 
churches and orphanages must close their doors. 

We do not have much more new land. We must rebuild our damaged land with 
trees and grasses. This will take many years. We must improve our remain- 
ing productive land so that each acre will yield more each year. 

We now know how to conserve and improve soil. Painstakingsly, we have 
perfected the organization and methods of practical soil and water conservation 
over the last two decades. We know how big the job is. One-half of our land 
is damaged. 

One-fifth of the job of applying needed conservation methods to our present 
farm and ranch land has been completed. This leaves four-fifths of the job 
ahead of us. 

It is urgent that we move ahead faster with the soil-conservation job—if our 
rapidly growing Nation is to maintain our standards of living and adequately 
fill its role among the free peoples of the world. 

Conservation of our soil, forests, and grasslands, restoration of our wildlife 
and protection of our streams can be accomplished only with the positive sup 
port and cooperation of all the population. 

These resources are essential to our security as a Nation and our lives as 
freedom-loving Americans. Each of us can find something to do to help along 
conservation of our natural resources—in the home, on the farm, in towns and 
cities, in schools, in community life, or in the booths where we cast our votes 


CONSERVATION PLEDGE 

“I give my pledge as an American to save and faithfully to defend from waste 
the natural resources of My country—its soil and minerals, its forests, waters 
and wildlife.” 

Mr. Cauuison. As a result of long experience with, and study of, 
flood problems and the flood-control programs of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, we have become convinced that the only sound approach to 
the flood problem is through soil conservation and water runoff con- 
trol practices on a watershed basis, and beginning on the uplands 
where the rains fall and floods commence. 

We were greatly pleased to see 83d Congress appropriate $5 million 
to begin a pilot plant watershed program to demonstrate the effective- 
ness of the upstream approach to flood prevention. We called this 
modest but pioneering appropriation the major conservation achieve- 
ment of the first session of the 83d Congress. We shall support H. R. 
6788 and S. 2549, identical bills introduced in the closing days of the 
first session pursuant to the President’s conservation message of July 
31, 1953, and providing for Federal assistance to local watershed con- 
servation programs. 
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Because of our long and active interest in soil-conservation pro- 
grams, we were seriously concerned when Secretary Benson announced 
his proposed reorganization of the Department of Agriculture. We 
were fearful that doing away with the regional offices might cripple 
yr slow down this vitally important work in the field. The soil-con- 
servation program we feel has never moved fast enough. We were 
particularly apprehensive when it was disclosed that the regional biolo- 
gists, agronomists, foresters, and range managers would “be ret: Lined 
nowhere within the Service. These technical services to the local 
Soil Conservation Service districts, we feel, are essential to the de- 
velopment and execution of a sound conservation program. 

We have found that the Soil Conservation Service has been the only 
agricultural service agency that has properly considered biological 
and wildlife values in its programs. For this reason I think you will 
find that throughout the country the sportsmen are fond of the Soil 
Conservation Service. 

Last night I talked to Mr. Ira Porter, president of the group in your 
State, Mr. Chairman, and he said he hoped nothing would disrupt 
the soil-conservation work in the field at the district level. And when 
we speak of sportsmen, let us not forget that more than 30 million 
Americans buy hunting and fishing licenses annually. Their ranks 
include all trades, professions, groups, and classes of the American 
public. A great many farmers are ardent and inveterate hunters and 
fishermen. And a significant proportion of the Congressmen of the 
United States like to take their guns afield or their fishing rods to the 
streams and lakes for the finest of all forms of recreation. 

We were among the groups that protested the shearing off of the 
technical services when it was announced the regional offices would 
be abolished. We were gratified to see Secretary Benson later make 
modifications to permit the retention of these technicians. We trust 
that at their new stations under the new organization, the technical 
services can be efficiently coordinated and carried down effectively to 
the local districts and to the individual farmer who is planning his 
conservation program. 

In view of Secretary Benson’s announcements on the subject, we 
shall expect that there shall be no impairment of the field effectiveness 
wr rate of progress of the soil-conservation program. 

We shall expect continued effective emphasis upon watershed values 
and upon watershed conservation programs, and where these projects 
involve more than one State, we shall expect the Department of 
Agriculture to provide effective coordination. 

In conclusion I want to call the attention of the subcommittee to a 
letter addressed by President Claude D. Kelley of the National Wild- 
life Federation to the presidents of the 47 statewide organizations 
affiliated with the National Wildlife Federation. In this letter, dated 
December 3, 1953, Mr. Kelley makes two recommendations: First, that 
the State federations watch carefully the future operations of the soil- 
conservation program and be prepared to protest vigorously in case 
there is any slowdown or impairment of the program; and second, 
that the State federations explore the possibilities of securing greater 
technical assistance to the soil-conservation districts from their own 
State conservation departments. A copy of Mr. Kelley’s letter to the 
State federations is attached, and we request that it be made a part 
of our statement. 
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Mr. Benpver. Without objection, it will be made a part of the record. 
(A copy of the letter referred to is as follows :) 


[Copy of letter sent by the president of the National Wildlife Federation to the presidents 
of all State affiliate organizations] 


NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION, 
Takoma Park, Washington, D. C., December 3, 1953. 

DEAR Mr. —— : Secretary Ezra Taft Benson announced on November 2 that 
he was ordering his reorganization plan for the Department of Agriculture into 
effect immediately. Of the major conservation agencies in the Department, the 
Soil Conservation Service was most affected. The seven regional offices of the 
SCS were abolished and replaced by a straight Washington-State administrative 
setup. 

Secretary Benson’s November 2 announcement contained these declarations : 

“The SCS will continue as a separate agency of the Department. I am deter- 
mined that it shall continue to serve farmers even better through technical aid 
to soil-conservation districts * 

“The watershed and flood-control projects will continue to be emphasized. 
Where these projects involve more than one State, the work on them will be 
coordinated. 

“Effective today the State offices of the Soil Conservation Service are given 
greater responsibility for program formulation and execution, and the regional 
ottices are abolished. * * *. 

One of the main reasons why the National Wildlife Federation and related 
organizations have been fond of the SCS and its programs is the recognition 
given to biological values. Wildlife has been given a place in farm planning 
under the SCS. Biologists attached to the regional offices and other technicians 
supplied both the know-how and the push to get this job done. 

Under the original reorganization plan as announced October 13 by Secretary 
Benson, the regional biologists, foresters, agronomists, and range-management 
specialists would have been sheared off; such technical services would have 
been available nowhere within the SCS. Probably due to protests by organ- 
izations such as ours, the Secretary modified his original plan to keep these 
regional technicians on the payroll. They are to be stationed at various State 
colleges around the country, and theoretically will still be available for services 
to the State offices and local soil-conservation districts 

Aside from the availability of technical services, many national conservation 
leaders have expressed grave fears that elimination of the regional offices (plus 
the possibility of future hamstringing actions by the administration) may 
slowdown or cripple the soil-conservation program. Secretary Benson has 
denied any such intention or effect. 

This situation, it seems to us in the National Wildlife Federation, presents 
to our State affiliates a certain (1) obligation and perhaps an (2) opportunity: 

(1) The obligation, which as president of the National Federation I want to 
suggest to you, is to watch the future operation of the soil-conservation program 
in your State very carefully. If the process of getting conservation practices 
into operation on the farms is slowed down, or if the Washington-State line of 
administration seems to be less efficient than the regional office system, then we 
can go to the administration and to Congress and demand correction. 

(2) The opportunity—and I stress its positive importance—is to explore at 
once the possibility of greater technical assistance to the soil-conservation pro- 
gram from your own State conservation department. Perhaps we can take 
advantage of the reorganization to secure greater attention to farm wildlife 
management than ever before. 

Secretary Benson says the emphasis is going to be on program formulation 
and execution at the State level. O. K. I suggest a delegation from your State 
federation call upon the administrative officers of your game and fish depart- 
ment. Discuss the possibility of their offering to the State SCS office, and to 
the local soil-conservation districts, such technical assistance in farm game and 
fisheries planning as the State department has available. 

Nearly every State conservation department now has a competent technical 
staff, composed of both game biologists and fisheries biologists. This staff has 
been built up under the Pittman-Robertson and Dingell-Johnson Federal-aid 
programs. There is a possibility that a program of assistance or guidance to 
the soil-conservation districts can be organized as a Federal-aid wildlife project, 
thus solving the financial problem. 
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When a farm is being replanned for soil and water conservation, certain things 
can be done to improve wildlife habitat. Perhaps a multiflora rose fence can 
be installed on the contour. Perhaps there is a place for a pond, and the pond 
can be stocked and managed for fishing. Perhaps some food-bearing trees can 
be included in a woodlot planting. These things aren’t likely to be done unless 
at the planning stage, there is someone around trained to recognize wildlife 
values and wildlife opportunities 

Some State game departments already are cooperating closely with the Soil 
Conservation Service. Perhaps that cooperation can be improved or extended 
at this time. 

Let’s not become confused by or unnecessarily involved in administrative 
theories and interagency quarrels. Let’s keep our eyes on this practical goal: 
To improve and strengthen the overall conservation program at every oppor- 
tunity. 

In the hope that these suggestions may prove helpful, they are respectfully 
submitted to the State affiliates of the National Wildlife Federation. With 
all good wishes, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 
CLAUDE D. KELLEY, President. 

Mr. Catuison. I would like to add one thing more to my statement. 

I decided to introduce this material, Mr. Chairman, after hearing 
your very openminded statements regarding your efforts in the com- 
mittee to clear up some of the misunderstandings that have arisen as 
a result of this proposed reorganization plan, and I want to compli- 
ment you and members of your subcommittee on the way this hearing 
has been conducted. Ihave sat through 2 days of it and you have been 
most cooperative and courteous. 

Mr. Benver. Thank you. I will make that a part of my next cam- 
paign literature. I would appreciate it if you would tell that to Mr. 
Hoffman, the chairman of our committee. 

Mr. Cauutson. I will do that. 

On September 24, 1953, I addressed a letter to the Honorable Ezra 
Taft Benson, Secretary of Agriculture, as follows: 

Dear Mr. Secretary: I have been disturbed by the reaction to your recent 
published statement, “Strengthening American Agriculture Through Research 
and Education.” Certainly no one can dispute the fundamental importance of 
research and education. However, your statement has been widely interpreted 
as an indication that in a forthcoming reorganization of the Department, and 
in future programing, the Soil Conservation Service will be severely reduced in 
stature, in personnel, and in field effectiveness. 

I would greatly appreciate receiving your assurance that the Soil Conservation 
Service will not be crippled, or its important field programs curtailed. 

With kindest regards and good wishes, I remain 

Sincerely yours, 
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION. 
CHARLES H, CALLISON, 
Conservation Director. 

Mr. Chairman, I directed that letter to the Secretary as the Wash- 
ington representative of this national organization with large member 
organizations in 47 of the 48 States. That letter has never been 
acknowledged. Not only has it not been answered, but it has never 
even been acknowledged. 

The Secretary announced his proposal to reorganize on October 13. 
In that announcement, with which was released a statement giving 
only the barest outlines of his proposed reorganization, it was said 
that citizens, groups, and others had until the 1st of November to 
offer suggestions or comments. Mr. Chairman, I submit that the 
Secretary’s Office should have realized that it is impossible for any 
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kind of analysis or expression of public opinion to be formulated in 
the space of 17 days, from October 13 to the Ist of November. And 
to show that they meant what they said, they put the thing in effect 
on November 2nd. 

I would like to Say that the handling of public relations by the 
Department of Agriculture has been something less than skillful and 
that they have asked for a lot of the trouble they have gotten as a 
result of this. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Benner. Thank you. 

Without objection we shall include as a part of the record the 
statement of the Izaak Walton League and a number of letters received 
by the committee. 

IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, IN¢ 
Chicago, Ill, November 6, 1953 
Hon. GeorGe H. BENDER, 
Chairman, House Administration Subcommittee, 
Washington, D. C. 

Drar Mr. BENDER: I am sending you copies of two letters which I hope you will 
put, with this one, in the record of the hearings of your Subcommittee on Gover! 
mental Operations November 10. 

One is of a letter I wrote the President on October 20 relative to the reorgan 
ization proposals for the Soil Conservation Service in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

The other is of a letter I have just written, under date of November 6, to the 
Secretary of Agriculture, on the same subject. 

It is obvious that in the last few weeks Secretary Benson has modified his 
position a great deal. He has apparently tried to meet at least some of the 
objections that had been raised, or to clear away some of the cloud of uncertainty 
that had hung over his plan as a result of faulty public information released by 
his Department. 

The sequence of events indicates that considerable improvising has been done, 
and the present organizational pattern for the SCS appears to reflect a good deal 
of uncertainty as to just what is wanted, coupled with attempts to include 
services for which the public clamored without actually receding from the 
earlier determination to change the SCS organizational structure. Unfortu 
nately the combination of actions, whatever their cause, has brought an effect 
that reminds one of a patchwork quilt. 

Instead of consolidated and coordinated regional offices, there will be left a 
set of cartographic oftices in several places, small watershed flood-prevention 
staffs here and there, aggregations of assorted technical specialists in various 
colleges, and augmented staffs in all the States and Territories. The Secretary 
tells the public that this will bring increased efficiency and economy, and fully 
as rapid application of soil and moisture conservation practices to America’s 
farms and ranches as we have had up to now. We can and do hold to honest 
differences of opinion with him as to whether the new setup will be as good as 
the old. Nevertheless, we cannot honestly say his proposed system won’t work 
out well, and we will refrain from doing so until we have had an opportunity 
to see it in operation. 

We are not going to assume a position that could be construed as being blind 
and unreasoning opposition. We do think it is squarely up to the Secretary of 
Agriculture, now, to prove beyond shadow of a doubt, that his scheme will help, 
not harm, the soil and moisture conservation movement on the private lands of 
this country. The burden of proof appears to be upon his shoulders. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM Vorat, Jr., Executive Director. 
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IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, 
Chicago, Iil., November 5, 1958. 
Mr. Ezra T. BENSON, 
Secretary of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. SeEcrRETARY: How I wish you had made public some weeks ago the 
sort of detailed information contained in your Explanation of Reorganization of 
Ss Conservation, dated October 27. 

I believe the Izaak Walton League of America can go along with a great deal 
of what you have now said with regard to this reorganization. We have reserva- 


tio! s to certain f ors, and will try to make them plain in this letter. 
At the outset, however, we wish to reiterate to you certain things that we have 
indicate na letter to the President, copy of which we sent you, and to the public 


through the press and other media. 

We have repeatedly said we have no quarrel with you personally, and are 
not among those who have clamored for you to be fired as Secretary On the 
contrary, we have tried in every possible way to emphasize our belief in your 
high principles and integrity. 

We deplore our being put, by inference if not by reference, with any who may 


hi engaged in a smear campaign against you. We feel we are due an apology, 
f the repor in the press, quoting you, are accurate. These have said, in effect, 
that the opposition to your reorganization plan has come only from smear artists 
attempting to discredit you. The Izaak Walton League of America does not 


engage in smear tactics We invite you to examine our record 
3. We have concentrated our questioning upon two chief factors in the reor- 
ganization sit on, as follows: 

Phe ear nferences, still not completely erased, were that an essential 
segment of e corps of technical specialists would be wiped out, or so dispersed 
as to leave serious gaps in services to the landowners. We likened this to depriv- 
ing a ground army of such behind-the-lines services as ordnance, signal, quarter 
master, and soon. Our supposition that this would be the case, of necessity, had 
to be based on your October 13 statement, plus what information we could obtain 
from other sources in Government (We have received very little unsolicited 
information from your office; we have been forced to ask for almost everything 
obtained.) From your October 27 explanation and the questions and answers 

ached thereto, it appears you have modified earlier plans, or have seen fit to 
issue an expanded statement that clarifies some of the points left unclear on 
October 13. The October 27 material appears to answer a good many of the 
questions that were in our minds earlier, and we are pleased that modification 
arification has come about. 

») The at least partial secrecy surrounding the planning phases of the re- 
organization was disturbing, and we feel it was a major contributor to the com- 


plaints from our people, and probably others. Ours is the largest organization 
in this country of largely urban people who have concerned themselves, in the 
pub interest, with natural resource conservation. Ours is a widely known and 
respected organizatior We were not consulted about any of the details of your 
plan respe ng the S Conservation Service. (It is true that I had a pleasant 
half four with Mr. Coke on October 8, but he made it plain that he did not care 


to discuss with me any details of the reorganization, other than a few topics that 
had been given to the press by Members of Congress. I did tell him we were dis- 
turbed about the prospect of abolishment of regional biologists and other tech- 
nicians, but he did not give me clarifying information, and I left his office igno 
rant as to wha f any, technical services would be retained He did not say 
what categories of specialists would be added to State CSC staffs. Thus, I can- 
not consider that Izaak Walton League was truly consulted At the time I was 
the retiring chairman of the Natural Resources Council of America, a grouping, 
for exchange of information, of some 40 scientific societies and action groups 


primar concerned with renewable resource matters Its membership includes 
such organizations as the Soil Conservation Society of America, the Society of 


American Foresters, the American Forestry Association, the Society of Range 
Management, the International Association of Game, Fish and Conservation Com 
missioners, the American Fisheries Society, the National Audubon Society, the 
Conservation Foundation of New York, the Wildlife Management Institute, and 
Izaak Walton League of America. We were available for consultation, at various 
times during the year as a group, and frequently as individual societies and asso- 
ciations. Many of the groups comprising the NRC have offices in the Washington 
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area, and their officials were readily available to you. The fact is that we were 
not consulted. Such consultation might have prevented much of the criticism 
that was turned upon the reorganization plan. You surely have known that 
these named organizations are thought leaders on soil and moisture conservation 
subjects in many areas, particularly urban centers. Because of their leadership 
positions and their legitimate concern with soil and moisture conservation mat- 
ters, I consider that these resource societies and associations had at least as 
much right to be consulted as did the farmer cooperatives and commodity groups, 
which were mentioned in your October 27 release. 

As you now explain the reorganization, the plan appears to call only for the 
following major changes: 

1. The regional offices of the SCS will be abolished, by that name. 

2. You will retain the regional farm mapping offices and facilities. 

3. You will retain, presumably at the same places, staffs needed to coordinate 
the small watersheds flood-prevention program. 

4 You will increase the SCS staffs in the States and territories by 3 or 4 
technicians each, who presumably will be provided needed clerical help. 

5. You will assign a sufficient number of technicians, in the fields of agronomy, 
range management, forestry, biology, and perhaps 1 or 2 others, housed at several 
strategically located land-grant colleges ; these will report directly to Washington 
but will be given coordinating and program development tasks similar to those 
they have been carrying out in the regional offices. 

If the above rationalization of the reorganization is correct, then I can say 
for the Izaak Walton League that it does not appear likely to reduce, in the 
aggregate, the volume of information and assistance that will be available to 
the private landowners of America. Time alone will tell, and, since you are 
committed to the program, I would say that unless the Congress determines 
otherwise, we likely will have to wait until adequate time for demonstration has 
elapsed before we, or anyone, can say it will or won’t work satisfactorily. We 
ask that you tell us whether our rationalization is correct and, if it is not, how 
and to what extent it is in error. 

We are sorry that a situation arose that made it appear necessary for us to 
question your reorganization plan. We deplore your not taking or making an 
opportunity to talk it over with us and with representatives of the other re- 
spected natural resource conservation organizations having a legitimate interest 
in the subject. 

Your files will show that on December 19, 1952, I wrote you, part, as follows: 

“This letter is intended * * * to pledge you our assistance to the fullest 
extent consistent with our long-standing policies, developed through 31 years 
of devotion to renewable natural resource conservation. 

“We probably won't be able to give blanket endorsement to everything you 
and your people do in the next 4 years. Goodness knows we've had to oppose 
plenty of things done by or under your predecessors! We do pledge that we 
will seek always to be fair, and to be objective in our consideration of Department 
of Agriculture decisions and activities.” 

We feel that our undertakings to date have been in line with that letter, that 
we have been forthright as well as vigorous, and we intend to continue so 

Sincerely, 
WititAm Vorat, Jr., Bxrecutive Director. 





IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., 
Chicago, Ill., October 20, 1958. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. PRESIDENT: From here it appears that your team is making a most 
serious mistake, and this is an appeal to you to weigh critically the steps being 
taken in the name of your administration in the Department of Agriculture, 
effecting the Soil Conservation Service. 

First, a disclaimer; The Izaak Walton League of American is not yelling 
for the head of Secretary Benson. We have admired his personal integrity, 
and have always felt that he has made honest efforts to bring about increased 
efficiency, with economy, in the operations of a large, difficult-to-coordinate 
department. 

We are asking two other things: 

1. That there be a thoughtful reconsideration of the decision to reorganize 
the Soil Conservation Service in the manner now planned. 
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2. That you give attention to revising the system of partial secrecy being 
employed in steps leading to changes in governmental procedure and practice. 

{As to the first of these: 

A ground army might be able to exist, for a time without signal, medical, 
ordnance, quartermaster and special services of other kinds, but I think you 
vill agree that it wouldn’t win many victories or last long. In the case of the 
oil Conservation Service, it appears to us that by eliminating the regional 
offices, with their complements of technicians in specialized fields, we have a 
reasonable facsimile of an Army with some of its vital accessory services being 

t off. Some of these special services as typified by the agronomists, foresters, 
iologists, and range technicians—are to be removed completely. Others are 
being removed at, say, the Army Corps area level. 

[ am quite sure you would not eliminate essential military services from any 





ohne strategic area without making provisions for their inclusion elsewhere 
t points where they can effectively serve the troops. The only alternative 
to this, of which I think at the moment, is the factor of calculated risk. So 
far as we have been able to determine from information made public or 
received from private sources, no provisions are being made now for the 
nelusion elsewhere of the essential services being eliminated from this vital 
igency of the Department of Agriculture. Therefore, we are concluding that 
in this instance the Secretary of Agriculture—and you—are committed to the 
calculated risk I earnestly hope you have weighed this risk carefully—not 


the standpoint of party political fortunes, which is not a factor in this 
ette but from the point of the impact of the actions taken and to be taken 
ial need for getting the best possible natural-resource conserva- 


iT 


upon the essent 


n practices on all our land as quickly as practicable 





The frontline troops will still be out in regiment, battalion, and company 
strengt] These are the State conservationists and their limited staffs. the 
irea conservationists, and the unit people who work directly with the farmer 
nd rancher. Some of the rear-echelon forces will be retained somewhere, we are 





no provision is made anywhere, so far as we can determine on the 
basis of present information, for the needed others The Secretary of Agricul- 


ture is eliminating people who pass ammunition to the front, or who devise 
more and better ammunition and techniques for shooting it This course can 





ean a serious slowing down of much of the application of modern conservation 
techniques to the earth and water from which come America’s prosperity and 
strength It also appears bound to slow down the evolution of new and im 
proved methods and techniques of applying conservation to the land 

(s to the second question raised in this letter : 

lo the best of our knowledge, the Secretary of Agriculture has not consulted 
with the organized natural resource conservation forces of this country on 
the subject of departmental reorganization. I am speaking now specifically 
of the resource societies and associations of citizens that act solely in the public 
nterest according to their lights, groups that have no private exploitative or 
commercial ax to grind. I refer to the Soil Conservation Society of America, 
the Society of American Foresters, the National Audubon Society, the Wild- 

fe Management Institute, the American Nature Association, the Society for 

Range Management, the Izaak Walton League of America, and a few others 
with specific or broad-gage natural-resource development and conservation 
interests. I have excluded from this list the National Association of Soil Con- 
servation Districts, though I feel keenly that the group should likewise have 
had more considerate treatment than it apparently has been accorded. 

This reorganization matter has not been one directly involving the national 
defense or any foreign power. The secrecy that has surrounded phases of 
departmental activities in recent weeks and months appears to have been 
imposed not for reasons of national need, but instead expediency to reduce 
public discussion prior to the announcement of a decision. In a military 
operation such under-the-cloak methods might be justifiable. They do not appear 
to be so in dealing with a public matter, of concern directly or indirectly to every 
citizen. The top officials of the Department of Agriculture appear to have con- 
sulted only with persons and groups of their own choosing. The prior reactions 
of the general public and of properly interested and organized segments of the 
public were certainly not solicited. No meetings were held with these groups. 
The ultimate decision of your Department of Agriculture leadership might have 
been the same regardless of any views that might have been expressed by these 
public forces. Nevertheless, it appears to us that the urgency of change in that 
Department was not so great that a town meeting sort of system could not have 
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been employed with propriety and public benefit. The course taken leads almost 
inevitably to the belief that your Department of Agriculture leaders feared 
a public debate, feared to take the public into their confidence on a matter that 
is of large public interest and concern. 

For their information, and so they may be informed simultaneously of the 
nature of our opinions on this double-barreled subject, I am sending copies of 
this letter to Secretary Benson and Assistant Secretary Coke 

Sincerely, 


WILLIAM VoratT, Lrecutive Director 


————_ 


AMERICAN PLANNING AND CIVIC ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D, C., November 24, 1953 
Hearing on reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service 
Hon. Grorce H. BENDER, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Government Operations, 
Ways and Means Committee, New House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: The American Planning and Civic Association, a non 
profit citizens organization which has counted among its eminent members 
Presidents Theodore Roosevelt and William Howard Taft, as well as the late 
Robert A. Taft, has been active for half a century in the advocacy of a sound 
integrated program for land and water uses, administered for the publie good 
at local, State, regional, and national levels of government. 

We do not pretend to be experts on government organization, but we have 
long been familiar with the excellent services rendered by the Extension Service 
working in cooperation with the land-grant colleges in the States to make avail 
able State and county agents who come into close contact with farmers and 
rural residents. 

But we have also observed with growing interest the cumulative results 
secured by the Soil Conservation Service during the past 18 years. The disas- 
trous soil erosion due to prevalent practices of farmers throughout the United 
States at last was being slowed down and effective measures were adopted by 
an increasing number of farmers to restore soil fertility. This was the result 
of advice given at State and local levels under the supervision of seven regional 
offices which made available technical services suitable for the region. The 
long history of soil erosion and deteriorating farm fields had not been effec- 
tively arrested until the methods used by the Soil Conservation Service were 
adopted. Because the Soil Conservation Service is so closely associated with 
watershed regions it seems to us vitally necessary that the pioneer program 
of the Soil Conservation Service be continued without abatement. In this con- 
nection we note with approval the appropriation by Congress of $5 million for 
aid to small watershed districts. 

It would be our hope that the Soil Conservation Service might be permitted 
to function substantially in its present form, since the soil-conservation program 
is making marked progress. 

Respectfully submitted. 

U. S. GRANT, 3d, 
Major General, USA, Retired, 
President. 


NOVEMBER 10, 1953 
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Secretary Benson: The Board of directors of the Anne Arundel 
County Fish and Game Conservation Association has authorized me to send you 
this letter. 

The association recognizes the responsibilities of the State governments in 
the field of soil conservation. It can also understand the desire of the Federal 
Government to give up this field of endeavor, leaving it to the State governments 
However, it cannot understand why the Federal Government proposes to aban 
don this work with no time allowed for planning, securing of State funds, and 
transfer of training. 
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We earnestly request that action to abolish the Soil Conservation Commission 
be deferred for at least 9 months in order that the functions may be taken 
over by the State governments in an orderly manner. 

We believe that such a postponement would result in several benefits to the 
Adininistration and the American people, as follows: 

(a) The present valuable Federal program of soil conservation could in 
most cases continue under State administration if sufficient time were allowed 
to permit an orderly transition. 

(b) State taxation would be arranged to provide funds to support such pro- 
grams in whatever degree the residents desire. 

(c) The qualified Federal personnel who are already doing this work would 
be rehired in the same jobs by most States, without loss of continuity in this 
valuable work. 

(¢) Postponement would also generally demonstrate to the people of the 
United States that the present administration is earnestly trying to accomplish 
a realinement of functions in a sound and economical manner without disrupt- 
ing the Nation’s economy or the welfare of the farmer. 

It is the farmer who is put in the greatest economic danger by your recent 
decision about this program, but when farms are injured we all eventually 
suffer. Our woods and fields and streams have suffered too heavily already, 
and we cannot afford any more of these losses. 

Very respectfully yours, 
EUGENE MITCHELL, 
Vice President 
(For the Anne Arundel County Fish and Game Conservation Association). 


lowA Sol, DISTRICTS AND WATERSHEDS BULLETIN, 
Shenandoah, Iowa, December 2, 1958. 
Hon. George H. BENDER, 
House of Representatives, 


New House Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN BENDER: In lieu of a personal appearance, I herewith sub- 
mit this written statement for the records. I am a farmer, president of the 
Iowa State Watershed Association, and publisher of the Iowa Soil and Water 
magazine. I have been a cooperator with the Soil Conservation Service and the 
Page County Soil Conservation District since 1934. 

As president of the lowa State Watershed Association, | am concerned about 
the reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service. I want to be sure that the 
reorganization works and that more technical service is given to the soil conser- 
vation district. 

My observation of previous reorganizations has been that in the end the loss 
of personnel is in the lower brackets and this is caused by civil service regula- 
tions which make it possible for men of higher grades to bump the men in lower 
grades, and on completion, the men that do the work, such as the farm planner 
and his aids are reduced in numbers and field work suffers. 

With the new program of watershed management, it will be necessary to have 
men of higher rating as consultants in the fields of soils, engineering, agronomy, 
range management, biology, hydrology, geology, and economics available when 
needed. It will not be economical to have one man from each of these specialties 
in each State. They should be located in a convenient office and available for 
conference as needed. 

It is my understanding that more technicians will be available at the State 
level. This may be necessary and may be all right, but the place that we need 
men—trained men and experienced men— is at the district level. The grades of 
these men now are GS-9 and GS-7, farm planners, GS—5 and GS-4, conservation 
aids. These are the men that work with the farmer helping him to plan his 
land use, and lay out on his farm the practices agreed upon. 

It is my observation in my own soil conservation district that the 3 Federal 
men detailed to the district and 1 aid supplied by the State of Iowa, have 
enough work requested to keep them busy for the next 12 months, if they do 
not receive another application for assistance within the next 12 months. Just 
checked with our farm planner this morning—today, he has received seven 
applications for terrace layout and structure layout. Through my contacts with 
district commissioners and officers of the Iowa State Watershed Association, I 
tind this condition exists in most of the districts in Iowa. 





a 
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If. as the Secretary of Agriculture has said, we will get additional help to 
districts, it must be at the district level. More authority for action must be 
given to the work unit conservationist, area conservationist, and the State 
conservationist. No improvements in management will be gained if a he 
decisions have to be made in Washington. 

It seems to me that your committee should call in 1 or 2 area conservationists 
and 1 or 2 work unit conservationists from the field and have them give to you 
some of the problems that they meet. Because it has been my observation that 
administrators too far from the field do not have the information at hand to 


present the field problems to a congressional committee 


Consideration should be given to putting all soil Conservation a es under 
the Soil Conservation Service Particularly, the agricultural conse 
tices Under the present setup, the Soil Conservation Service people ive to 
inspect the sites and make recommendations for practices, then out the 


practices and check the practices when it is completed 
Two clerks in a district office, 1 clerk in an area office, and 2 or 8 conservation 


aids in the district offices could do the work and at t! same time get con e 
farm planus on farms. After all, the objective of soil conservation is of 
each acre according to its capabilities and the treatment of each acre of ag il 
tural land in accordance with its needs for protection and improveme! 

The work should be done under one head and not by patchwor nethods 


Sincerely, 


Barr KESHLEAR. 


New Mexico GAME Provrectt ASSOCTATION 
i/buquerque \ Ve , November 23, 1953 
Hon. GrorGe H. BenpeEr, 
House of Representa s 
Washington, D. ¢ 


DEAR Mr. BeENpdeER: It is our understanding that the House Subcommittee on 
Governmental Operatio of wi 1 vo nm expects to hold hearings 
shortly on the reorganiza { Ss : onservation Service 

At its annual convention O ers ind 10 the New Mexico Game Protective 
Association went on record opposing any changes in the SCS which might tend 
to weaken its program. The res on ¢ subject was No. 27, and is found 
on page 9 of the enclosed copy of the New Mex Sportsman, official organ of 


the association. 
Subsequent to the convention the extent of the changes contemplated by the 


Secretary of Agriculture were announced, an le as ittitude toward 
these changes is expressed in the article S Conservation Finds Itself “in the 
middle” which is on page 18 of the above publication 

It will not be possible for epresent: e of this organization to testify at 
the hearing, but we offer the ove-me ied resolution and article for the 


record. 
Very sincerely yours, 


Rocer Neiii, Executive Secretary 


RESOLUTION No. 27 


Whereas one of the primary objectives of the New Mexico Game Protective 
Association is to work toward the conservation and wise use of all our natural 


resources, including soil and water: and 


Whereas press reports indicate that extensive changes in the structure of the 
United States Soil Conservation Service may be contemplated: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the New Mexico Game Protective Association \ igorously opposes 


any change that would weaken the Soil Conservati ervice or the program that 
it has been authorized to carry out. 
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AN Open LetrerR FROM THE DIRECTORS OF THE BOLADO SOIL CONSERVATION 
DiIsTRICT TO THE LEADERS OF THE STATE AND NATIONAL Sort CONSERVATION 
DisTricT ASSOCIATIONS 

Ho.Luister, CAuttr., November 13, 1953. 

Dear FeL_tows: At last night's director’s meeting we unanimously decided to 
send you this letter. 

You have asked us district directors what we think. This is what we think: 
We do not agree with you in your campaign against Secretary of Agriculture 
Benson’s reorganization plan for the United States Department of Agriculture. 
We like the reorganization plan. We believe it will bring control closer to 
home ‘by giving the State level folks the powers that the regional offices had. 
Further we do not approve of your dirty name calling tactics in your campaign. 

If you are interested in the smooth operation and continued accomplishments 
of our soil conservation districts you must realize that best results are obtained 
by less fighting among farm people and more cooperation among Federal agencies. 

We do not believe that the use of nasty names in referring to the Department 
of Agriculture folks, farm organizations, Extension Service people, and others, 
is a good approach to the problem 

We think it is better to stick to facts rather than lies in fighting what you 
don’t like. 

We are glad we live in a country where we can speak as we believe. But’ 
let’s keep it clean, boys. 

Sincerely yours, 
DIRECTORS OF THE BoLADO Soi. CONSERVATION DISTRICT, 
San Benito Country, HoLuisTer, Cait 
By RowLanp WINTER, President. 
Howarp Harris 
LOREN BRYAN 
JAMES PHILLIPS. 
Kp WALDEMAR, Secretary. 


Mr. Benner. We will now hear from Mr. Coke. 
Mr. Loos. May I make a short statement first / 
Mr. Benper. Yes. State your full name for the record. 


STATEMENT OF KARL D. LOOS, SOLICITOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Loos. My name is Karl D. Loos. Solicitor, Department of 
Avriculture. 

The Secretary asked me to clear this point for the record. Refer- 
ence was made early in the hearing to a request from Congressman 
Hope, chairman of the Committee on Agriculture of the House, that 
the soil conservation reorganization be postponed. That was a con- 
ditional request. The telegram from Mr. Hope, under date of October 
23. 1 believe, stated that if you are « ontemplating what is indicated by 
reports, that it was requested that the reorganization be postponed 
and its effective date be held up. The telegram referred to these 
reported actions: 

(1) Changes which will do away with a considerable part of the 
service now being’ rendered by Soil Conservation Service technicians. 

(2) Something like 800 technicians will be removed from the 
payroll. 

(3) This will result in a possible shift of as many as 3.000 technical 
em] loyees. 

Those reports were absolutely inaccurate and unfounded and for 
that reason it was felt by the Secretary that it was not necessary to 
postpone the effective date of the reorganizat ion of the Soil Conserva- 
101 Service and that Mr. Hope was not asking for it in view of the 
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fact that the reports on which his request had been based were not 
accurate, 

Mr. Karsten. Those figures have never been brought into the 
discussion. 

Mr. Loos. Nobody has made such charges in this hearing but they 
were evidently the reports on which Mr. Hope based his request. 

Mr. Karsten. Did you hear from Congressmen and Senators on 
this proposal ? 

Mr. Loos. Yes; there were other communications. 

Mr. Karsten. Was it a substantial number ? 

Mr. Loos. I would not be able to say as to that. 

Mr. Karsten. Were they for or against it ? 

Mr. Loos. Most of those we heard from requested postponement. 

Mr. Karsren. Could you put in the record how many Members of 
Congress and of the Senate you heard from / 

Mr. Loos. We can do that. Some also urged us to put it in effect 
immediately. 

Mr. Karsten. Include them also. 

Mr. Benper. You feel, however, that the apprehensions expressed 
by Members of Congress and others interested generally were based 
pretty much on allegations that were unfounded ? 

Mr. Loos. Allegations of our intentions that were not in accordance 
with our actual intentions. 

Mr. Karsren. And have you received any letters from these Mem- 
bers of Congress since that time indicating that their previous judg- 
ment was erroneous 4 

Mr. Loos. I would not be able to say. I can look that up. 

Mr. Karsten. I would like to have it in the record. 

Mr. Benner. Thank you, Mr. Loos. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washinaton, D. C.. December 16, 1953 
Hon. Georce H. BENDER, 
Chairman, Public Accounts Subcommittee, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives 

Dear Mr. Benper: At the hearing before your subcommittee on December 4, 
Congressman Karsten asked that we submit information as to the number of 
letters we have received from Members of the Congress with respect to the 
organization of the Soil Conservation Service. A table giving this information 
is attached. 

Certain considerations should be kept in mind in connection with this table 
AS was brought out at the hearings, the National Association of Soil Conserva- 
tion Districts, on October 16 and 20, 1953, sent letters to all conservation districts 
summarizing the proposed reorganization of the Soil Conservation Service as 
the association officials understood it and urging that the districts write to 
Members of Congress and to the President opposing the reorganization. 

These letters stated, among other things, that the Soil Conservation Service 
was to be “destroyed as a technical agency,” that the “soil conservation districts 
must look to the State extension services for specialized technical help,” and 
that “State conservationists will be replaced by a ‘State director’ who can be 
chosen by the Secretary of Agriculture at will.” In consequence of statements 
such as these, a great many persons were under the impression that we planned 
to transfer the Soil Conservation Service to the extension services in the States 
and that the Soil Conservation Service would no longer provide the services to 
farmers which it has provided in the past 


51779—54 14 
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While the hearings have made clear that none of these actions were contem- 
plated in our reorganization plan, they were, of course, very alarming to persons 
who have received valuable help from the Soil Conservation Service on their 
farms and to others interested in the conservation program. As a result a great 
many letters were addressed to Members of the Congress, the White House, and 
the Department by boards of supervisors and members of soil conservation 
districts 

In these circumstances it is very understandable that Members of the Congress 
would write to the Secretary opposing the reorganization or asking that it be 
postponed. As shown in the table, a number of the letters received from Members 
of the Congress indicated that they thought the Soil Conservation Service would 
be consolidated with the State extension services. Other Members undoubtedly 
were under the same misapprehension. 

In view of these facts we believe that the table should not be regarded as 
indicating that there was extensive opposition among Members of the Congress 
to the reorganization as it was in fact contemplated. On the contrary, we have 
found in discussions with many Members that when they understood the pro- 
visions of the reorganizatéon, they thought it desirable. 

During the time the reorganization of the Department was under public 
discussion, the Secretary received a number of letters from Members of the 
Congress assuring him of their support. 

We should appreciate it if this letter could be made a part of the record of 
the hearing. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. EarL Coxe, 
Assistant Secretary. 


Letters and telegrams received from Members of Congress regarding the reor- 
ganization of the Soil Conservation Service, Sept. 15 to Dec. 4, 1953 


Requesting that the reorganization be postponed 41 
Requesting information : : in 3 
Opposing the reorganization . , 12 


ixpressing concern = . é 
Opposing, or expressing concern, about consolidation of Soil Conservation 





Service and Extension Service Sa . 3 Ss 
Asking that views of interested groups be considered a 3 
Other (reporting farmers’ views, making suggestions regarding provision 

of technical services, expressing hope that plan will be modified, that 

adequate provision will be made for continuing the soil conservation 

program, etc.) cs caula-tceaiata tsi we 10 

Total Aree at - 98 
Total number of Congressmen writing ; ; 84 


EXPLANATION 

Some Members of Congress wrote more than 1 letter; for example, 12 letters 
opposing the reorganization were received from 8 Members. 

The table includes letters addressed to the President and forwarded to the 
Department, unless a similar letter was also addressed to the Department. 
Letters from Members of Congress transmitting letters from constituents are 
not included. 


Mr. Benper. We will now hear from Mr. Coke. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF J. EARL COKE, ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
OF AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Coxe. Mr. Chairman, you asked me to note down some of the 
questions raised so that we might clarify some of the points brought 
up in the testimony. There are several points I would like to discuss 
briefly, and I think I can do it very briefly. 

The first one was the discussion concerning the modification of the 
program, the modification that was made after we made our initial 
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announcement. The correct word for that is amplification. It was 
not a modification in the sense in which that word has been used. 
The real question as I see it today is whether it is a good plan or is 
not a good plan, and it is our belief that it is a good plan. It is our 
belief that we can go ahead and do a fine job in soil conservation 
work, as it has been done in the past, making improvements as we go 
along. As I indicated before, in meeting the conditions as they arise, 
we will attempt to improve the service as long as we have anything 
to do with it. 

The second question raised was regarding the plant technologists 
and where they were to be located in the various areas. As I told 
you, we were contemplating that they would be located in five geo- 
graphical areas. And also as I told you, we did not have the exact 
information and have not yet worked it out concerning exactly where 
these people might be located. Some of them might be located in 
the offices of the State soil conservationists—that is, in our Federal 
office in the State; not connected with that staff and not a part of that 
staff but housed with them. Some may remain in their present loca- 
tion and some may be located at land-grant colleges. We have a 
precedent on that in that the soil survey work for many years was 
carried on by the Bureau of Plant Industry, Soils, and Agricultural! 
Engineering and in conducting that work they had what they called 
a Federal collaborator stationed at the State experiment station. It 
was cooperative soil survey work carried on in the State—cooperative 
between the State Government and the United States Department of 
Agriculture. When the soil survey work was shifted from the Agri- 
cultural Research Administration to the Soil Conservation Service 
approximately a year and a half or 2 years ago, the same system was 
used, and we plan to continue at the present time that same method 
of having the soil collaborator at the land-grant colleges. I merely 
wanted to clear that up so that there would be no question concerning 
our intent, although the details we do not know. 

The third point is in regard to soil conservation personnel in sched 
ule C, Those people in schedule C in soil conservation work are: The 
Administrator; the Deputy Administrator; the secretary to the Ad- 
ministrator; and the assistant to the Administrator. In no respect 
are they what you would call technical people. They are administra- 
tive people and only those four top people in the Soil Conservation 
Service have been included in schedule C. 

Mr. Karsten. In the past were they civil-service employees? 

Mr. Coxe. In the past they were civil-service em ployees ; yes, sir. 

There was considerable point made of the posite of increased 
cost as a result of eliminating the regional offices and thus finding it 
necessary to bring the State soil conservationists in here from time to 
time. I had not previously discussed this at any point with Mr. 
Williams to try to get his point of view on it, but I did so at noon. 
It is Mr. Williams’ idea that he would probably hold 1 annual meet- 
ing a year of all the State soil conservationists and there would be 
possibly 2 meetings in which some members of the Washington office 
would go into the geographical areas and meet with the State soil 
conservationists. In addition to that, they would continue the system 
they had before wherein such State personne] as was necessary would 
be brought in to State meetings, but that is no change from the past. 
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It is Mr. Williams’ opinion that the total cost of this, which is 
actually a relatively small item in the $60 million budget of the Soil 
Conservation Service, will not amount to much more, if any more, 
money as a result of the change. 

There was also apparently some feeling that it would be difficult, 
with the elimination of the regional offices, to carry on the same co- 
ordinated type of work with the technical personnel and the same 
type of teamwork that they have had in the past. That is to a very 
large extent an administrative problem of creating the atmosphere 
and conditions under which people can work as a team. We feel, as 
apparently everybody here has felt, that Mr. Williams is an able 
administrator and that he will be able, almost regardless of what 
kind of organizational structure you have, to get that feeling of team- 
work developed and going along. 

Mr. Karsten. How are you going to do that. where you have two 
States such as the State of Virginia and the State of North Carolina 
which apparently disagree on certain soil-conservation practices ? 

Mr. Coxr. Maybe there is a good reason to disagree on certain soil- 
conservation practices as between Virginia and Missouri, let us Say. 

Mr. Karsten. I am talking about an actual example which was 
cited by Mr. Ragsdale, I believe, where they had a difference of opinion 
with the North Carolina people. You will have one program in 
Virginia and evidently will have to have another program in North 
Carolina if you are going to please the local people, although those 
two States are in the same geogr: ip yhical region. 

Mr. COKE. That is all righ L. But the loc ‘al people in the area will 
have quite a voice, as has been brought out here before. and have a 
voice in the kind of program that best suits them. It is not my 
opinion that we need to have a cut-and-dried national program, 
because Virginia and West Virginia are probably different. 

Mr. Karsren. You do not mean we should not have a national 
program? I did not understand that, did I? 

Mr. Coxr. No, sir; but we should not have a cut-and-dried one in 
which you have every activity the same in all parts of the country. 
It has to be tailored to each individu: al area 

Mr. Karsren. In each individual ceographical area, but not for 
each individual State boundary. There is a little difference between 
| geograp yhical area and a State boundary. 

Mr. Coxe. There are also differences between States, are there not? 

Mr. Karsren. There is no question of that. There are the people 
and their ideas and their views. 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Karsten. But you will not treat that as a geographical area; 
vou will treat it as the people of Virginia in one instance and in the 
other instance as the people of North Carolina. 

Mr. Coxe. With the amount of coordination necessary to get as 
much uniformity as is needed. 

Mr. Karsten. Conceivably you could have 2 programs in those 

States at direct odds with each other under this, could you not ¢ 

Mr. Coxe. I do not know what you mean by “odds.” If they are 
both conservation programs doing an effective job. that is the ipor- 
tant point, 1s 1t not ¢ 

Mr. Karsten. That is correct in your objective. Your objective is 
the same, but suppose you have one going off this way to accomplish 
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that objective and the other going off another direction to accomplish 
the objective. You have no coordination. 

Mr. Coxe, Could you be specific ¢ 

Mr. Karsten. I am citing the example which Mr. Ragsdale pointed 
out. I believe you were present when he pointed out the difficulty 
encountered between the two States, Virginia and North ¢ arolina: 
that they had two different ideas on some of their programs. 

Mr. Coxe. We have a system of coordination. 

Mr. Karsren. I am just trying to find out how you are going to do 
it without a regional office. 

Mr. Coxe. That coordination will be handled out of the Washington 
oftice. 

Mr. Karsten. Then they will get their orders from Washington. 
That is taking it back to Washington and away from the people. 

Mr. Coxe. The coordination will be back in Washington. 

Mr. Karsren. You are not bringing that closer to the people, but 
you are bringing that to Washington. They will have orders issued 
out of Washington. 

Mr. Coker. No, su 

Mr. IX ARSTEN. How are you going to resolve the cifferences bet ween 
the two States, then ? 

Mr. Coxe. If the difference is important and is a major problem— 

Mr. Karsren. Assume that it is. 

Mr. Coxe. All right. Then the Washington office would resolve the 
difference with this end in view: The thing we are trying to do is 
to meet local conditions and local problems to get the conservation that 
is needed. On that basis I cannot see why we cannot resolve any 
difficulty to the advantage of the whole program. 

Mr. Karsren. But you are bringing your resolving back to Wash 
ington, rather than at the region or the field. where it now is, as I 
understand it. 

Mr. CoKr. We will have area supervisors who will be in charge of 
the five geographic areas, working out of the Washington office. They 
will assist the Administr: ator in the coordination and handling of these 
relatively few major problems that you are talking about. 

Mr. Karsren. They are responsible to the Administrator rather 
than to the States? 

Mr. Coxe. They are responsible to the Administrator. 

Mr. Karsten. Therefore, you have the orders coming from Wash- 
ington in the final analysis. 

Mr. Coxe. I do not like the way you put it because you make 
sound—— 

Mr. Karsren. Well, originating, at least, some place here. 

Mr. Coxe. Under any plan you want, as long as Washington pays 
the bill, you will have direction from Washington. The fact that 
you had a regional office in there did not change that one iota. 

Mr. Karsten. But you had it a lot closer to the people. 

Mr. ¢ COKE. No. 

Mr. Karsren. A few hundred miles. 

Mr. Coxe. Washington still told the story. 

Mr. Karsren. But you had it a few hundred miles closer to the 
people. 

Mr. Coxe. You have it closer to the people now, for the administra 
tive responsibilities are in the State. 
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Mr. Karsren. And yet you come back to Washington to make the 
decisions here. 

Mr. Benner. The decisions are being made under this plan in the 
States. 

Mr. Coxe. That is right. 

Mr. Benver. Except where there is some difference, which difference 
we expect to be resolved through consultation. Is that correct? 

Mr. Coker. That is correct. 

Mr. Karsten. There is a difference that was cited here during 
these hearings earlier this afternoon, a difference of opinion between 
two States. 

Mr. Coxe. All right. 

Mr. Karsten. These two States are going to have to come to Wash- 
ington to get their decision; is that correct ? 

Mr. Coxe. No, sir; the two States do not come to Washington. 
The problem would be brought to Washington. If you are talking 
about the mechanical method of doing it, that is it. 

Mr. Karsten. We are not going to move the State up here. The 
problem would have to be brought up here. 

Mr. Toru. Mr. Coke, under the old system if there were problems 
between two States they would appeal to their regional office. Was 
there any further appeal to Washington ? 

Mr. Coxe. Then the regional offices came to Washington. 

Mr. Karsten. But there was that first appeal on the scene close to 
the people. You have destroyed that in this plan and do not have 
that. Asa matter of fact, you have to come all the way to Washing- 
ton now if you want to file an appeal. 

Mr. Benper. If it pleases Mr. Karsten I would say “Yes.” 

Mr. Karsten. Allright. Then let us proceed. 

Mr. Coxe. The other question that was raised had to do with a 
statement in Mr. Davis’ “Tuesday letter” of October 12, in which there 
was this longhand recording of supposedly the things that were said 
at that conference, in which I said that we had not given any study 
to the details of the reorganization plan as of October 12. 

I want to emphasize again that that was a factual and accurate 
statement. Neither myself nor the departmental committee having 
to do with reorganization had considered, seen, or discussed the detail 
regarding the Soil Conservation Service reorganization as of that 
time. 

The regional directors of the Soil Conservation Service were in 
Washington on the 13th, meeting with Mr. Salter for the purpose of 
trying to develop the detail of the plan, not to be given a plan that 
they would in turn take back. 

I would like in closing to tellan incident. I havea very good friend 
who has been very active in soil-conservation work. Not too long 
after I arrived in Washington after the 22d of January he was in 
here and discussed with me the reorganization of the Soil Conservation 
Service. In that discussion he brought out very forcibly the necessity 
for the elimination of the regional] offices. 

This same individual has attended each of the meetings of the soil 
conservation district associations when I met with them on the 12th 
and on the 29th. 

At the meeting on the 12th he was vigorously opposing the abolish- 
ment of the regional offices. I turned to him and called him by name 





REORGANIZATION OF THE SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 209 


and I said, “You must have a little difficult time here at this meeting.” 

Well, he kind of grinned and he said, “Yes. The boys wondered 
whether it was good to have me come to this meeting or not. But, 
after all, I am taking my cue or my directions from the people in the 
district.” 

On the 29th when they came back to present their plan for reorgani- 
zation he made this statement: “Earl, we need not fewer but more 
regional offices.” 

He said, “We need a regional office for the State of California and 
Nevada.” 

I said, “Yes, and we are going to do one thing better: We are giving 
you a regional oflice in California and another one in Nevada.” 

That is all I have. 

Mr. Benver. Before we pronounce the benediction maybe Mr. Davis 
would have one sentence or two, and then Mr. Wilson, or either way. 

Mr. Davis. Would Mr. Wilson want to go first ¢ 

Mr. Benver. Either one. If you would make it brief we would 
appreciate it. 

Go ahead, Mr. Wilson. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF GEORGE WILSON, PRESIDENT, CALIFOR- 
NIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, REPRESENTING AMERICAN 
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Witson. Two or three times there have been comments about 
the desire of the Farm Bureau and the Extension Service to take 
over activities. I, of course, cannot speak for the Extension Service, 
but I thought it might be well for a moment to read into the record 
a littlestthe record. 

Under the triple A program the Extension Service did carry out 
very heavy responsibilities and might, had they cared to, have gone 
very deeply into an entirely new field of action work there. But 
both the directors of Extension—with some variation in States, but 
generally speaking throughout the country—and the Farm Bureau 
urged that they get out of these action programs and limit themselves 
solely to the purpose for which they were originally set up of extend- 
ing from the experiment stations to the farmers the findings of the 
experiment stations. 

Mr. Karsten. When was that; back in the triple A days? 

Mr. Wuson. In the triple A days. 

Mr. Karsten. Yes. 

Mr. Witson. During World War II Extension was given the job 
of handling the procurement and distribution of farm labor through- 
out the United States. They did an excellent job. Likewise, the 
Extension people and the Farm Bureau urged just the minute the war 
was over that they get out of that field because they did not want 
them getting into the action field. 

Likewise they were pretty heavily in the war boards and that type 
of activity. We again urged that they get out of that type of activity 
and limit themselves solely to the extension of educational material to 
the farmers throughout the country. 

I think our record in that is rather clear and consistent over a period 
of years, so that it is rather difficult for one to assume that we are 
asking Extension to get into a field which we normally think of as 
an action field. 

Mr. Benver. Mr. Davis. 
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FURTHER STATEMENT OF WATERS S. DAVIS, JR., PRESIDENT, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICTS 


Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman, I am not going to make a speech. We 
made our speech this morning. I believe I am safe in saying that 
Mr. Heidrich and Mr. Fuqua and I will let what we said then speak 
for itself. 

But we do want to thank you and the other members of your com- 
mittee and the members of your staff for giving us the opportunity 
you have given us, and we want to thank you all for your very 
fairmindedness. From the bottom of our hearts we appreciate it. 

Mr. Benper. Thank you. 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF K. D. LOOS, SOLICITOR, DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE 


Mr. Loos. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the Secretary of Agriculture, 
I would like to thank the committee very much for their patient con- 
sideration and for their forbearance in hearing this subject. 

Mr. Benner. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Karsten. On behalf of the committee I would like to thank the 
witnesses for their fine statements and their ability to stick with us 
this long. 

Mr. Benper. I notice that the chairman of the full committee is 
here. Mr. Hoffman, do you have any comment? 

Mr. Horrman. What is that? 

Mr. Benver. I say, Do you care to make any comment at this time? 

Mr. Horrman. Oh, no. 

[ think the Department of Agriculture will handle its affairs all 
right without any help from me or any of our “friendly enemies.” 

Mr. Benver. Good. With that we will pronounce the benediction 
silently. 

(Thereupon, at 4:45 p. m. Friday, December 4, 1953, the hearings 
were concluded. ) 
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APPENDIX 





Citations of State soil conservation districts laws as of Jan. 15, 1951 


State 


1. Alabama 


2. Arizona 


3. Arkansas 


4. California 


5. Colorado 


Approved or 


filed 
Mar. 18, 
Aug. 16 


Mar. 17, 


Mar 5. 
Mar, 3, 
Mar. 24, 
Mar. 20 


Mar. 28, 


Mar. 29, 


May 29, 
Feb. 28, 
Apr. 6 


May 31 


do 
May 23, 
June 25, 
July 9 
May 31, 
June 3, 
June 17 
July 4 
July 11 
July 18 

do 
July 20, 

do 
May 6, 
May 2, 
Apr. 3, 


May 3, 


May 18, 


1939 
1949 


194] 


1945 
1937 
1943 
1945 
1947 


1938 


1939 


1940 


1943 


1943 


1945 
1945 
1945 
1947 
1947 
1947 
1947 
1947 


1947 


1949 


1937 
1939 
1941 
1945 


1949 


Session laws citation Code citation 


General Acts of Alabama, 1939, | Code of Alabama, 1940 title 2 


Act 147, p. 202. secs. 658-670 
Acts of Alabama, 1949, Act 382, p 
558. 
Arizona Laws of 1941, ch. 43, p. 79 Arizona Code Annotated, 1939 


(1949 Cumulative Supple- 
ment), secs 75-1701 to 
75-1714 
Session Laws of Arizona, 1945, cl 
31, p. 45 
Acts of Arkansas, 1937, Act 197, p Arkansas Statutes, 1947, An 


695 notated, secs. 9-901 to 9-913 
Acts of Arkansas, 1943, Act 354, p 

TR. 
Acts of Arkansas, 1945, Act 225, 

p. 518 
Acts of Arkansas, 1947, Act 338, 

D. 765 


Statutes of California, 1938, ch. 7, | Deering’s California Codes 
p. 48 Public Resources, Division 
9, secs. 9000-9606 
Statutes of California, 1939, ch. 
312, p. 1584. 
Statutes of California, 1941, First 
Extra Session of 1940, ch. 21, p. 
45 
Statutes of California, 1943, ch. 66, 
p. 305, 
Statutes of California, 1943, ct 
900, D. 2747 
Statutes of California, 1943, ch 
929, Pp. 2801. 
Statutes of California, 1945, ch 
423, p. 909. 
Statutes of California, 1945, ch 
1031, p. 1993 
Statutes of California, 1945, ch 


1187, p. 2239 


Statutes of California, 1947, ch. 
472, p. 1370 
Statutes of California, 1947, ch 
517, p. 1513 
Statutes of California, 1947, ch 
802, p. 1891 
Statutes of California, 1947, ch 
1118, p. 2558 
Statutes of California, 1947, ch. 
, Pp. 2918 
atutes of California, 1947, ch. 
1555, p. 3196. 
Statutes of California, 1947, ch 
1558, Pp. 3198 
Statutes of California, 1949, ch 
1031, p. 1892. 
Statutes of California, 1949, ch. 
1032, p. 1914 
Session Laws of Colorado, 1937, Colorado Statutes Annotated 
ch. 241, p. 1169. 1935, 1949 Replacement, vol 
Session Laws of Colorado, 1939, $B, ch. 149B 
ch. 160, p. 549. 
Session Laws of Colorado, 1941, 
ch. 203, p. 688 
Session Laws of Colorado, 1945, 
ch, 229, p. 624. 
Session Laws of Colorado, 1949, 
ch. 231, p. 663. 
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Citations of State soil conservation districts laws as of Jan. 15, 1951—Continued 























Stat \] pI led or Ss on law tation Code citation 
( ecticut July 18,194 4 ipplement to Connecticut | General Statutes of Connecti- 
Ge al Statutes, ch. 106, sees cut, Revised, of 1949, vol. Il, 
478h-480h, p. 202 secs. 3061-3064, 
' 4 ipplement to Connecticut 
( ral t 106 ( 
5 229 
awar \ 2, 1943 I x f Delaware, 43, 1 212 Not codified. 
, 605 
Mar. 25, 1947 Laws of Delaware, 1947, ch. 87, 
204 
8. Florida ine 37 | Law f Florida 137, ch. 18144 la Statutes Annotated, 
N 138), p. 913 secs. 582.01—-582.33. 
2,1939 | Law f Flor 
178), 
1 I | 
N 0. 327), 1 
t 1949 I N of Flori 
No. 411), p 
1a I 26, 19. (reor 1 Laws Code 1 Georgia, Annotated, 
Mar. ¢ 4 Georgia Laws 2 title 5, sees. 5-1801 to 5-2216 
Fet 44 Geor Laws, 1949, No. 148, p. 584 
I Mar 11939 | Se Laws of Idaho, 1939, cl Idaho Code Annotated (1940 
20K 380) Supplement), secs. 22-2501 to 
M 2», 194 ses Laws of Idaho, 1945, « M4 22-2514 
Mar, 1,1949| § Laws of Idaho, 1949, ch. 
1, 1937 | I is, 1937, p. 10 Jones Illinois Statute Anno 
25, 1939 | I 139, p. 8 tated, vol. 2, secs. 2.138-2,171 
41 I inois, 1941, p. 12 
J 24, 194 I Il 104 ) I t 
July 8, 194 I Illir 1947, p 
Mar Act Indiana, 1937, ch, 232, p Burns Indiana Statutes Anno- 
1120 tated, sec 15-1801 to 15-1818 
Mar 4 t I 41, ch. 164, 7 
wn 
M », 194 Act India 1945, ch. 331, p 
M 2 139 t Regular Session, 4sth Gen- owa Code Annotated, secs 
er \ bly, Iowa, ch. 92, 60.1-160.12: rer bered t 
( in 1951 pocket 
441 Acts of Regular Session, 49t rH part, 467 A.1-467 A.12 
ral Assembly, Lowa, ch. 119 
132 
Apr 14 Act Regular Session, 49th Ger 
eral Assembly, Iowa, ch. 120, p 
45 
Mar WY Acts of Regular Session, 53d Gen- 
eral Assembly, Iowa, ch. 207, p 
288 
28, 1949 Acts of Regular Session, 538d Ger 
eral Assembly, lowa, ch. 208, p 
289 
iz Dp 2, 1937 | Laws of Kansas, 1937, ch. 5, p. 11 General Statutes of Kans 
Mar. 30, 194 Laws of Kansas, 1945, ch. 4, p. 9 1935 (1947 Supplement), secs 
2-1901 to 2-1918 
Kentuck Mar. 11,1940 | Kentucky Acts of 1940, ch. 8, p. 37.| Kentucky Revised Statutes, 
Mar. 14, 1946 | Kentucky Acts of 1946, ch. 27, sec 1946, secs. 262.010-262.600 
37, p. 49 { 
Mar. 23, 1946 | Kentucky Acts of 1946, ch. 83, p 
ist 
Mar. 25,1950 | Kentucky Acts of 1950, ch. 106, p 
471 
Louisiana July 6,1938 | Acts of the State of Louisiana, | Dart’s Louisiana General Stat- 
; 1938, Act No. 370, p. 918 utes, sees. 57.7-57.25 : 
July 15, 1946 Acts of the State of Louisiana, 
1946, Act No. 137, p. 402 
17. M ( Mar. 25, 1941 Laws of Maine, 1941, ch 105, p. 141 Revised Statutes of Maine, 
Laws of Maine, 1945, ch. 109, p. 150 1944, vol. 1, ch. 29, p. 678. 
Laws of Maine, 1947, ch. 74, p. 152 
18. Maryland Laws of Maryland, 1937, ch. 437 Annotated Code of Maryland, 
p. 854 1939 and 1947, Cumulative 
Supplement, art. 2A, secs. 
45-59 
May 2,1941 Laws of Maryland, 1941, ch. 804, 
p. 1415 
May 4,1943 Laws of Maryland, 1943, ch. 444, 
p. 510 
19. Massachusetts June 28, 194 Acts and Resolves, Massachu- | Annotated Laws of Massachu- 
setts, 1945, ch. 531, p. 521. setts, vol. 4, pt. I, ch. 128B. 


Feb. 21,1947 Act ind Resolves, Massachu 
setts, 1947, ch. 73, p. 54 

July 8,1949 Acts and Resolves, Massachu- 
setts, 1949, ch. 517, p. 439. 
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Citations of State soil conservation districts laws as of Jan, 15, 1951—Continued 


Approved or 











State filed Session laws citation Code citation 
20. Michigan... July 23,1937 | Public Acts, Michigan, 1937, No. | Michigan Statutes Annotated, 
297, p. 552 vol. 9, ch. 110a, secs. 13.1781- 
| 13.1798 
May 25,1945 | Public Acts, Michigan, 1945, No 
| 280, p. 456 
21. Minnesota__.....| Apr. 26,1937 | Laws of Minnesota, 1937, ch. 441, Minnesota Statutes Ar 
p. 660 tated and 1950 Cumulative 
Pocket Part, sees. 40.01—40.15 
Apr. 2,1943 | Laws of Minnesota, 1943, ch. 274, 
p. 374 
Mar. 12,1945 | Laws of Minnesota, 1945, ch. 95, 
p. 137 
Apr. 2,1947 | Laws of Minnesota, 1947, ch. 194, 
p. 349 
Apr 9, 1949 Laws of Minnesota, 1949, ch. 347, 
p. 578 
22. Mississippi-_-.-- Apr 4,1938 | General Laws of Mississippi, 1938, | Mississippi Code, 1942, Anno- 
ch, 253, p. 567 tated, secs. 4940-4958 
23. Missouri .| July 23,1943 | Laws of Missouri, 1943, p. 839 Missouri Revised Statutes 
Annotated, 1950, Cumulative 
Pocket Part, secs. 14431.1 
14431.10 
24. Montana......-. Feb. 28,1939 | Laws of Montana, 1939, ch. 72, | Revised Codes of Montana, 
p. 124 1947, Annotated, sees. 77.101- 
77.116 
25. Nebraska May 18,1937 | Laws of Nebraska, 1937,ch. 8, p.9! | Revised Statutes of Nebraska 
1943, sec 2-1501 to 2-1547 
26. Nevada.........- Mar. 30,1937 | Statutes of Nevada, 1937, ch. 212 Nevada Compiled Laws (Sup- 
p. 497 plement 1931-41 and Supple 
nent 1943-49 ecs. 6870.01 
6870.18 
Feb. 28,1945 | Statutes of Nevada, 1945, ch. 20, 
p 28 
Mar. 27,1947 | Statutes of Nevada, 1947, ch. 119, 
p. 431 
27. New Hampshire.) May 10,1945 | New Hampshire Laws, 1945, cl Not lified 
151, p. 197 
Mar. 12,1949 | New Hampshire Laws, 1949, ch 
62, p. 56 
28. New Jersey... June 2,1937 | Laws of New Jersey, 1937, ch. 139 New Jersey Statutes An 
p. 319 tated, 4:24-1 to 4:24-38 
29. New Mexico-. Mar. 17, 1937 Laws of New Mexico, 1937, ch New Mexico Statutes, 1941, 
219, p. 551 Annotated, secs. 48-501 1 
48-517. 
Mar. 16,1939 | Laws of New Mexico, 1939, ch 
163, p. 353 
Apr. 17,1943 | Laws of New Mexico, 1943, ch 
130, p. 310 
Mar. 15,1949 | Laws of New Mexico, 1949, ch 
109, p. 255 
30. New York....-..| Apr. 23,1940 | Laws of New York, 1940, ch, ,| MeKinney’s Consolidated 
p. 1942 Laws of New York, Anno- 


tated, vol. 52B 
Apr. 17,1941 Laws of New York, 1941, ch. 515, 
p. 1254 
Apr. 19,1945 | Laws of New York, 1945, ch. 883, 
p. 2010. 
Apr. 18,1946 Laws of New York, 1946, ch. 896, 


p. 704 
Mar. 18,1949 | Laws of New York, 1949, ch. 201, 
Dp. 386 


Apr. 5,1950 | Laws of New York, 1950, ch. 452 
31. North Carolina..| Mar. 22,1937 | Public Laws of North Carolina, | General Statutes of North 
Regular Session, 1937, ch. 393, Carolina, 1943 and = 1949, 
p. 721 Cumulative Supplement, 


sees. 139-1 to 139-15 
Apr. 3,1939 | Public Laws of North Carolina, 
Regular Session, 1939, ch. 341, 
p. 750 
Mar. 5,1943 | Session Laws of North Carolina, 
1943, ch. 481, p. 538. 
Feb. 21,1947 | Session Laws of North Carolina, 
1947, ch. 131, p. 138. 
Mar. 10,1949 | Session Laws of North Carolina, 
ch. 268, p. 283. 
32. North Dakota Mar. 16,1937 | Laws of North Dakota, 1937, ch. | North Dakota Revised Code 
9, Pp. 29 of 1943, vol. 1, sees. 4-2201 to 
4-2246 
Mar. 16,1939 | Laws of North Dakota, 1939, ch. 6, 
p.8 
Feb. 13,1945 | Laws of North Dakota, 1945, ch. 
42, p. 92 
| do Laws of North Dakota, 1945, ch. 
45, p. 94 
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Mar 
Ju 
| 
May 

Island Apr 


Api 


Mar 


VL ar 
Mar 
We \ Mar 


REORGANIZATION 


O} 


aws of Ohio, 1941, p. 812 

Law f Ohio, 1945—46, p. 89 

se ol Laws of Oklahoma 
1936-37, ch. 38, art. 4, p. 235 


Session Laws of Oklahoma, 1945 
20, p. 4 
I iws of Oklahoma, 1947 


Or Laws, 1939, ch. 555, p. 1229 
Oregon Laws, 1941, ch. 185, p. 281 
O mn Laws, 1945, ch 348, p. 559 
Oregon Laws, 1949, ch. 568, p. 918 
Laws of Pennsylvania, 1937, No 
7 2724 
Laws of Pennsylvania, 1939, No 
366, p. 848 
La f Pennsylvania, 1945, No 
2 p. 547 
I e Island Acts and Resolve 
43, ch, 1338, p. 167 
A f South Carolina, 1937, No 
82, p. 242 


s of South Carolina, 1§ 
211, p. 407 


Acts of South Carolina, 1946, No 





f Sout 


1947, chs. 11-14, p. 14 


Dakot 


Sess Laws of South Dakota 
ch. 10, p. 31 
Ss n Laws South Dakota, 
ch. 11, p. 31 
Acts of Tennessee, 1939, 
17, p. 754 


1941 





Law Utal 116, p. 213 
Laws Utal ial Ses- 
sion, 1941, ct 
Lav Utal 88, p. 189 
Law Ve Ne 24¢ 
IRR 


Laws of Vermont, 1945, No. 201 
I ca Vermont, 1947, No. 131 
samna Vert t, 1947, No 2 
i ae Virginia, 1938, ch. 394, 
A a Virginia, 1944, ch. 244, 
Acts of Virginia, 1950, ch. 65, 
Laws ot Weibingten. 1800, 0 
Laws ‘of Washington, 1949, ct 


of West Virginia Legislature, 
1939, ch. 5, p. 19 
of West Virginia Legislaturs 
1947, ch. 9, p. 33 


Laws of Wisconsin 1937, ch. 341, 
1939, ch. 323 


1939, ch n32. 
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—Continued 


Code citation 


Page’s Ohio General Code An- 
notated, 375-13 to 375-21 
Oklahoma Statutes Annotated, 
Cumulative Annotated, 
Pocket Part, title 2, 


801-817 


secs 


secs 


Oregon Compiled Laws 
tated, and Annual 
Parts, 1943, 1944-45, 
109-301 to 109-315 


Anno- 
Pocket 
vol. 7 


sees 


Purdon’s Pennsylvania Stat 
utes Annotated, 1949, An- 
nual Pocket Parts, title 3, 
Se S49-SO4 


Not codified 


Code of Laws of South Caro 


5806-101 to 5806-116 


South Dakota Code of 1939, 
sees. 4.1501 to 4.1516 
Adds code secs. 4.1517 and 


4.1518 


notated, 1934, secs. 552.31 to 
552.44 

Vernon’s Texas Civil Statutes, 
title 4, arts. 165a-4 


Utah Cod Anr 


( tated, 1943, 
secs, 82A-)-1 t 


») S2A—)-19. 


1947, tithe 
6559 to 6298. 


Code of Virginia, 1950 and 
Cumulative Supplement, 


secs. 21-1 to 21-112, 


Remaining Revised Statutes of 
Washington Annotated, 
1940, Pocket Part and 1949 
Supplement, secs. 10726-1 to 
10726-17 

West Virginia Code of 1943 and 
1947, Supplement, secs. 2193 
1) to 2193 (14). 


W ise 


92, secs 


-onsil 


Statutes 1949, ch 
92.01 to 92.17 
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Citations of State soil conser 


State Approved or 
filed 


47. Wisconsin—Con. | June 15, 1943 
} Aug. 17, 1945 
| Aug. 3, 1949 
48, Wyoming | Mar. 5, 1941 


Jan. 27, 1945 


| Feb, 24, 1947 


| Session Laws of Wyoming, 1947 
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_ 


vation districts laws as of Jan. 15, 1951—Continued 


Session laws citation Code citation 


Laws of Wisconsin, 1943, ch. 303, 
p. 481 

Laws of Wisconsin, 1945, ch. 559, 
sec. 9, p. 999 

Laws of Wisconsin, 1949, ch. 619, 


p. 555 
Session Laws of Wyoming, 1941, | Wyoming Compiled Statutes, 
ch. 134, p. 191 1945 and 1949, Cumulative 
Session Laws of Wyoming, 1945, Supplement, secs. 34-1401 to 
ch. 6, p. 5 34-1417 


ch. 140, p. 168, 


Soil conservation districts laws of Territories and possessions as of Jan. 15, 1951 


Ap 


proved 


Territory or filed Session laws, citation Code citation 
Alaska - Mar. 25,1947 | Session Laws of Alaska, 1947, | Alaska Compiled Laws 
ch, 62, p. 176 Annotated, 1949, secs. 
417-4-1 to 47-4-5 
Hawaii May 19,1947 | Session Laws of Hawaii, 1947, | Not codified 
ch, 21A, p. 57 
Puerto Rico ‘ Mar. 26, 1946 | Act No. 211, 2d Regular Ses- Do. 
sion, 16th Legislature, Puer- 
to Rico, 
May 3,1949 | Act No. 162 
Virgin Islands: 
St. Croix | May 15,1946! Municipal Council of St. Do 
Croix, 5th Council, 2d Ses- 
| sion, Bill No. 13 
St. Thomas and St. John | May 29,1946 | Municipal Council of St Do 


Thomas and St. John, 5th 
Council, Bill No. 189 
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SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE 


= St. Croix; three in St. Thomas and St. Johns. 
lawaii Committee submits statement to Territorial Secretary 


« Board authorized to create sub-districts. 
« Board conducts publit hearing. 


the Arkansas Resources and Development Commission (15 members) 
direction of a State Soil Conservation Commissio:er. 
particular methods of cultivation; specifications for cropping and tillage; retirement? 
trom cultivation; other means, measures and programe. 
aw established the district to include all lands within the Island («) 


by such regulations. 
Aiaska Soil Conservation Board ie governing body of Alaska district 


Director of the Division of Flood Control, Water and Soil Conservation, under 


46/ Defined ae « person who is # land owner and « qualified elector 


42/ 


48/ Governing body of « sub-district created by Board. 


30/ Law does not specifically include all of the operations listed in 


38/ Regulations adopted may include provisions for: necessary engineering operations; 
40/ Five 


$5/ Division of Soil Conservation established in the State Land Department, under the 
37/ Also approved in writing by owners of at least 50 percent of the land to be affected 


45/ Tenure not specified. 


4f Alas 
42/ Alas 
43/ The 
4/ The 


w/ 
36/ A body corporate. 


hearing). 


public body corp orate. Word “‘politio’’ not used. 


able measures for saving soil. 
»t appointed). 


ioner of Farms and Markets with advice and assistance of an 8 member 


specifically set forth but implied from “general power to promote 
ry committee. 


all reason 


19/ One as seor 


e, if committee regards vote as ‘‘substantial expression of opinion.” 
« Committee, in effect is the Governing Body of the district. 


advice and consent of the Governor and his Council. 


etary, but ineligible to vote. 


creation of district. 


ittee by resolution declares described area to be a district (after 


ature created district including entire state or territory. 


28/ The Sta 


ity vested in Commissioner of Farms and Markets. 


at time vacancy arises. 
31/ No specific authority to acquire Real Property. 


‘appointed for 4 years. 


advin« 


29/ Author 


Power not 
favor 


30/ Applies to original supervisors; successors selected by supervisors in office 
32/ One appointed annually from Board of County Commissioners, and 4 farmers 


20/ Optiona! with committee. Substantial proportion land occupiers must 
$3/ In cooperation with the State Committee. 


21/ Designate 
22/ Conclusiv 
23/ Ex-Officio (nc 
22/ With th 
28/ Commi» 


determination 


r authority of court. 
rtain conditions) from each county or portion thereof. 
icts of 4 or more counties where one may be appointed. 
or his representive authorized by power of attorney. 


defendant ‘‘has a reasonable objection or is financially 


ity board of supervisors so certifies. 


rch work to be done in cooperation with the 


re their agencies. 
‘ill be operative unless owners of 25 percent of 


osed ordinances to State Board for 

igainst them. 

regulations have been approved in writing by 
re for creation of district. 

as secretary, but ineligible to vote. 


ooording to area in district. 


om notice without prio 
tioned in the Act. 


ating procedure. 


